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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James David

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

May our words, O God, speak from
our hearts and cause understanding for
all, may our songs praise Your bless-
ings to us and our Nation, and may our
deeds be done in service to those we are
called to serve. Whether we speak or
sing or act, we pray that we will do the
words of justice and mercy, trusting in
Your good grace. In the busy moments
of the day when so many voices need to
be heard, may we remember those
words of peace and hope that enlighten
our minds and give comfort to our very
souls. In Your name we pray. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
McDevitt, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed a bill of the
following title in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S. 410. An act to extend the effective date
of the Investment Advisers Supervision Co-
ordination Act.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 83–420, as
amended by Public Law 99–371, the
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
appoints the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
MCCAIN] to the Board of Trustees of
Gallaudet University.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 2761 to title 22,
United States Code, the Chair, on be-
half of the President pro tempore, and
upon the recommendation of the Demo-
cratic Leader, appoints the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD] as Vice
Chairman of the Senate Delegation to
the British-American Interparliamen-
tary Group during the One Hundred
Fifth Congress.

The message also announced that in
accordance with Public Law 81–754, as
amended by Public Law 93–536 and Pub-
lic Law 100–365, the Chair, on behalf of
the Vice President, appoints the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] to
the National Historical Publications
and Records Commission.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The Chair will recognize ten 1-
minutes on each side.
f

BIPARTISANSHIP

(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I sim-
ply wanted to rise to report to my col-
leagues and to our citizens that we had
a very useful weekend retreat in Her-
shey on a bipartisan basis to talk
about, I think, one of the most difficult
and complex things that people do:
How to engage in passionate and dif-
ficult differences, how to bring to this
room 435 people who represent the en-
tire country, and how to do so in a way
in which disagreement does not become

disagreeable and in which the fact that
people may have different dreams and
different visions and sometimes dif-
ferent ideologies does not become so
separating us and so divisive that it be-
comes difficult or impossible for us to
do the people’s business.

This House has a long and a proud
history of handling great conflicts in a
very civil and orderly manner. Some of
the greatest debates in this country’s
history have taken place in this build-
ing between people of great compassion
who felt deeply what they were saying,
but who recognized the legitimacy of
the other person feeling equally deeply
what they were saying.

In addition to just the sense of han-
dling debate, the more bipartisan our
spirit can be, the more we can work to-
gether without the division of faction,
as George Washington described it, the
more good ideas we will have because
on many topics, I would argue on most
topics, the ideas are individual. They
are not Democrat or Republican, lib-
eral or conservative. They are just bet-
ter, smarter, more effective ways to
get the job done.

So I hope that coming out of the ex-
perience we had in Hershey, that we
begin to set this House back on a track
of working together, of getting things
done, or recognizing we may have deep
differences at times but there are other
times when we have many, many
things that bring us together and many
common interests, and that if we work
at it, together we can do a better job
for all the American people.
f

MORE ON BIPARTISANSHIP

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to second the thought that the Speaker
just made on the floor about the bipar-
tisan retreat that happened this week-
end in Hershey. It was a historic event,
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the only time that I know that Mem-
bers from both sides of the aisle and
their families have had a chance to
take a 2-day period to understand how
we could better work together to solve
the problems that we are all sworn to
try to solve for the American people.

I think it succeeded, if for no other
reason that human relationships were
established that had not been estab-
lished before. There has been tremen-
dous turnover in the House. We have
many, many new Members who do not
know one another, and certainly older
Members who do not know younger
Members who have come in the last few
years. I think those relationships were
begun.

David McCullough, the noted histo-
rian, gave a speech on the first after-
noon that we arrived in Hershey that I
will never forget, and I urge all Mem-
bers to get a copy of the speech and
read it. He reminded us of how difficult
it was in the early history of the Con-
gress to work together, how many
times altercations broke out between
Members, how difficult it was to find
consensus, and how negative people
were about the future of the Congress
and the country.

We have come a long way; we have a
long way to go. Hershey is a beginning.
From the Democratic side, I pledge our
best efforts to carry the spirit of that
meeting forward with tangible results
in trying to work together better in a
variety of ways. I thank all the Mem-
bers who came, and I urge the House to
entertain the idea of having a succeed-
ing event for Members who could not
come so that everyone can begin to
show progress in this very important
regard.

I think the Speaker for allowing me
to speak, and I look forward to being
able to work on the projects that were
begun in Hershey.
f

THE MID-EAST SITUATION

(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I take the
floor this morning with a heavy heart
over reports that violence has again
claimed innocent lives in Israel. In the
shadow of this tragedy, it concerns me
deeply that President Clinton has re-
portedly agreed to United States par-
ticipation in Yasser Arafat’s meeting
in Gaza this weekend.

Although Israeli representatives will
be excluded from this meeting, Chair-
man Arafat has invited other dip-
lomats worldwide to criticize recent
developments in Israeli-Palestinian re-
lations. This meeting will obviously
provide a platform for one-sided pres-
entation of very complicated issues
that are the subject of ongoing nego-
tiations between Israel and the Pal-
estinians.

Rather than encouraging counter-
productive rhetoric, Mr. President, you
should be protecting the traditional

United States role of Mideast peace
broker. The United States participa-
tion in the Gaza meeting will jeopard-
ize that role.

Mr. President, now is the time to
stand firm on principle. I urge you not
to send a United States representative
to the Gaza meeting this weekend.

f

CHILD AND TEEN SUICIDE

(Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
child and teen suicide is a national
tragedy in our country. The national
suicide rate among 10 to 14-year-olds
has increased by 120 percent since 1980.
One in 12 high school students at-
tempted suicide in 1995, and each year
more than 270,000 teenagers attempt to
end their lives. More than a desire to
die, these children say their attempt
was a cry for help.

This tragedy impacts all Americans.
In affluent Palos Verdes a 15-year-old
girl took her life by jumping off a cliff
because she felt hopeless and an-
guished. In east Los Angeles a 15-year-
old boy, devastated over his parents’
separation, hung himself.

Child and teen suicide is a painful
and critical tragedy which cannot be
ignored. Members of Congress and in-
deed all Americans must work together
to save our children. It is literally a
matter of life and death.

f

ADMINISTRATION PROPOSES
TOLLS ON INTERSTATES

(Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, if we needed proof that
the President is really a tax-and-spend
liberal just look at this headline in the
Washington Times: Clinton Proposes
Tolls on Interstates.

The Clinton administration has pro-
posed that the Federal Government do
away with a 40-year restriction on
States charging tolls on Federal high-
ways. The White House claims this is a
modest proposal, but it appears that
the bridge to the 21st century has a toll
booth on it.

Mr. Speaker, the American people do
not need another tax. Over half of the
family income goes to taxes at all lev-
els, and to suggest that American fami-
lies need to pay more taxes for the
highways that they have already paid
for is too much. The President says he
wants to balance the budget, but he has
submitted a budget that does not bal-
ance. He says he wants tax relief, but
he just announced a new tax increase.

Mr. Speaker, the President should go
back to the drawing board and start
with a real balanced budget, one with-
out a tax increase on hardworking
Americans.

FREEDOM FOR VIOLENT
CRIMINALS IN FLORIDA

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker,
against the wishes of Florida officials,
the Supreme Court has allowed 500 vio-
lent criminals in Florida to go free.
When they restored time off to relieve
overcrowding, the court said promises
were made.

Now, check this out:
Mitchell Sexton stabbed his father to

death and he was released. Norm East-
man beat a 2-year-old to death. He was
released. John Yearby beat a homeless
man to death with a baseball bat. He
was released.

Now, if that is not enough to over-
turn your convictions and add insult to
injury, ladies and gentlemen, listen to
the news: All victims will be notified of
these violent offender releases.

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. In my
opinion, America has murder, rape and
violence in record numbers because
some of our judges are so dumb they
could throw themselves at the ground
and miss. Maybe, just maybe, if judges
start supporting the rights of innocent
victims, we would not have so much
murder.
f

ISRAEL AND THE UNITED
NATIONS

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, as
we discuss our relationship with the
United Nations this session, I believe
one of our priorities should be to seek
an end to the isolation within the Unit-
ed Nations of our Democratic ally Is-
rael. Participation in the Security
Council as well as all committees of
the United Nations is predicated on a
country’s participation in a regional
group. Due to the objections raised by
a number of rejectionist States, Israel
has been denied membership in its nat-
ural geographic group. Israel is there-
fore shut out of the entire committee
system where the real day-to-day work
of the United Nations is conducted.

One solution is to move beyond mere
geography and look to the shared val-
ues of the democratic nations of west-
ern Europe. This group already spans 3
continents. Together with Congress-
man STEVE ROTHMAN and other col-
leagues, we have sent a letter to the
ambassadors of the western European
nations asking them to end Israel’s un-
just isolation by providing a legal
home for their fellow democracy, the
State of Israel.
f

REPUBLICAN BUDGET MERRY-GO-
ROUND

(Mr. HILLIARD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, the Re-

publicans in this House are continuing
to delay our Nation’s budget. Their
leader now says it will not be ready
until May, over 3 months past the legal
deadline.

It is the radical Republicans in Con-
gress who are always saying that Con-
gress must adhere to the rules which
govern everyone, until the rules per-
tain to them. Then, like spoiled little
kids, they make their own rules to suit
themselves or they will not play the
game. I hope that they realize that this
Republican merry-go-round must soon
end. The American people do not want
Republicans to play games with their
lives like Republicans did when they
closed down this government.

Mr. Speaker, it is high time that
your party act like grownups and fol-
low the rules. The budget submitted by
the President is a balanced budget.
Where is the Republican budget?
f

BIPARTISANSHIP AND THE
BUDGET

(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, last year I
had the privilege of campaigning for
the U.S. Congress as a Republican from
California, and in my district I made
no bones in going to groups where I
spoke to both Democrats and Repub-
licans and telling them that I intended
to come to Congress and work in a bi-
partisan fashion with the President to
balance the budget.

A month ago I had the honor of sit-
ting in this Chamber for the first time
and seeing a President of the United
States deliver in person a State of the
Union message. In that message he told
us and he told the country that he
would submit and we would balance the
budget. I believed the President then
and I still believe that he intends to
work toward that goal. But, Mr. Speak-
er, as we know, the budget that the
President submitted to this Congress
does not balance, and that fact has
been made clear by the Congressional
Budget Office, which is bipartisan.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday we passed a
resolution calling on the President to
again submit a budget to this Congress
that is balanced and, Mr. Speaker, as a
Republican I pledge to this House and
to the country that when the President
does take that action, I will work with
him and work with my colleagues
across the aisle to ensure that we ful-
fill that obligation to the American
people.
f

b 1015

ANNOUNCEMENT OF FORMATION
OF CONGRESSIONAL CHILDREN’S
CAUCUS
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise this morning to say to
the American people that we do care,
and I am very proud to announce the
formation of the Congressional Chil-
dren’s Caucus, comprised of Democrats
and Republicans who are concerned
about children, and I think one of our
early charges is to ensure that our
children all over America have health
care.

Mr. Speaker, 1 in 7 children are unin-
sured. We find that 9 out of 10 children
without insurance have working par-
ents every single day.

As a local elected official, I offered to
our local community the importance of
preventive health care to work with
our families to ensure that our chil-
dren were immunized and that our chil-
dren saw the kind of health care that
will give them a better quality of life.

Now, according to the report issued
by the Census Bureau, one-third of
American children do not have private
health insurance, and yesterday the
Children’s Defense Fund said unless ac-
tion is taken now 12.6 million children
will be uninsured by the year 2000.

We must have a child health care in-
surance, and we must ensure that we
care. Let America know that we care.

f

BECAUSE WE ARE BEING FLOODED
BY COCAINE FROM MEXICO WE
MUST TAKE STRONG STEPS

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, we have
an important vote coming up today on
decertification of Mexico, and this is
not a battle over whether we are
friends or not friends. Like it or not in
Mexico and like it or not in America,
we are going to have to work together
like close friends have to work to-
gether, and part of working together is
trying to address joint problems.

There is a feeling sometimes that we
are trying, as Big Brother, to force our
will on Mexico without reducing our
own demand. We are working aggres-
sively to reduce our demand. In Amer-
ica we have drug dogs in our schools,
we are building more prisons then we
ever dreamed we needed to, we have
upped our treatment and our preven-
tion budgets by 50 percent. But the rea-
son we are doing this is an example
front-page headline in Ft. Wayne last
week: ‘‘I–69 Crash Linked To Cocaine
And Pot.’’

A youngster on cocaine and mari-
juana flipped his car, landed on a pick-
up driven by another young person,
which then landed on a car driven by
another person, which forced it into
another vehicle and veered into the
median, which then hit a pile up into a
sixth vehicle.

Because we are being flooded with co-
caine coming in from Mexico we have
to take strong steps.

CHILDREN’S HEALTH CARE
SHOULD TOP OUR LEGISLATIVE
AGENDA

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day the Children’s Defense Fund re-
leased its annual state of America’s
children. The news is heartbreaking; 1
out of every 7 American children are
living today without health insurance;
1 out of every 7 kids. It is a national
disgrace. The vast majority of these
kids live in families where one or both
of their parents work. Their folks work
hard and they play by the rules, but
they are caught in the middle, not poor
enough to qualify for Medicaid, but un-
able to afford private health insurance
for their families.

It is time for the Republican leader-
ship to focus on this problem. There
are 10 million reasons why we must do
this: For the 10 million children in this
country who are living without health
insurance. But we only need one, the
fact that the American people are
counting on us to make this world a
better place for their families.

We cannot have healthy families
without healthy kids. We need to ad-
dress this crisis, we need to move this
issue on to the top of the legislative
agenda.

f

REPUBLICAN AGENDA DOES NOT
ADDRESS THE NATION’S UNIN-
SURED CHILDREN

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute. )

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, follow-
ing up on my colleague from Connecti-
cut [Ms. DELAURO], I want to reiterate
again this report that came out from
the Children’s Defense Fund that was
in today’s Washington Post. Once
again there is another article in an-
other major newspaper on the number
of children in this country who do not
have health insurance.

According to the General Accounting
Office, this is an all time high. Not
only one out of seven children, as was
mentioned, do not have health insur-
ance, but if we do not make this a top
priority, we are going to have even
more serious problems. The Children’s
Defense Fund report says that unless
action is taken now 12.6 million chil-
dren will be uninsured by the year 2000.

This news is only for the Repub-
licans. Since last spring Democrats
have been developing legislative plans
to provide health insurance to the Na-
tion’s 10 million uninsured children,
but to date there is not a single Repub-
lican plan to address this situation.
Nor does it look like the GOP has any
intention of giving this issue the atten-
tion it deserves. The House Republican
agenda announced last week made no
mention of a plan to insure the Na-
tion’s uninsured children.
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ONE OUT OF SEVEN CHILDREN IN

UNITED STATES DO NOT HAVE
HEALTH INSURANCE

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 2
years ago the President of the United
States said he wanted to give all Amer-
icans health care that could never be
taken away, affordable health care
that could never be taken away.

Now Members of the then minority
and now majority take great pride in
saying they stopped the President from
advancing that particular change in
our public policy. The result has been
that more and more people are without
health insurance in this country.

Now the article in today’s Washing-
ton Post, page 3, says that one out of
seven children in this country do not
have insurance. Even more damming
than that figure is that 9 out of 10 of
those children live in a family where
one adult works. These are people who
are doing what the American system
says we should do: We should work, we
should get a job, we should try and
take care of our families, but they do
not have jobs where they get health
care benefits.

Now we have waited for 2 years for
the Republicans to offer any proposal,
and there is none, and there is no budg-
et that deals with it now.

f

WE MUST DO MORE TO PROTECT
CHILDREN IN OUR SOCIETY

(Mr. GEJDENSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, never
in the history of the world have we had
a country with resources abandon its
own children. I say to my colleagues,
‘‘It is one thing to say that you are
poor, that you don’t have the money,
that you don’t have the resources to
get the job done. Well, we have the re-
sources, and in this Congress we’re
making the choice not to put them
where they are needed.’’

Frankly, the cost is far more. Many
of these children, once crippled by
their illnesses, end up in emergency
rooms where the cost far exceeds any-
thing that coverage would cost.

This Congress embarrasses itself to
talk about bipartisanship and family
values and not have the audacity to sit
back and take the action. We sit back,
we take no action when it comes to the
most helpless in our society.

These children are without care. We
are a country with the resources. There
is no other country today in the world
with the resources we have that does
not protect its own children.

APPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR CON-
CERNING COMMENTS ABOUT
FEDERAL EXPRESS

(Mr. FORD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise this
morning deeply concerned and deeply
disturbed about the comments of a
well-known Republican leader who ap-
proached the largest employer in my
district, Federal Express, and informed
them that it would be duly noted ‘‘if
the Federal Express PAC continues to
give to the Democrats at the Repub-
lican takeover of Congress.’’

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, this Re-
publican leader said that business
PACs such as Federal Express would
‘‘squirm considerably’’ if they continue
to give to Democrats.

Mr. Speaker, the employees of Fed-
eral Express contributed to their PAC
with the expectations that they will
not be pressured to promote the inter-
ests of one particular party.

Mr. Speaker, this type of actions and
conduct is what leads to the grave cyn-
icism and distrust that pervades the
American public.

On behalf of the 30,000 employees of
Federal Express, the hundreds of thou-
sands of constituents in my district
who benefit from the presence of Fed-
eral Express, I am asking the appro-
priate committees in both bodies, as
well as the Justice Department, to an-
swer the question: Is this appropriate
behavior of one of our well-known Re-
publican leaders?
f

DISAPPROVAL OF DETERMINATION
OF PRESIDENT REGARDING MEX-
ICO

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 95 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 95

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 58)
disapproving the certification of the Presi-
dent under section 490(b) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 regarding foreign assist-
ance for Mexico during fiscal year 1997. The
joint resolution shall be considered as read
for amendment. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the joint resolu-
tion and on any amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion or de-
mand for division of the question except: (1)
two hours of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations; (2) the amendment rec-
ommended by the Committee on Inter-
national Relations now printed in the joint
resolution, which shall be considered as read,
shall be in order without intervention of any
point of order, and shall not be separately
debatable; (3) the further amendment speci-
fied in the report of the Committee on Rules
accompanying this resolution, if offered by a
Member designated in the report, which shall
be considered as read, shall be in order with-
out intervention of any point of order, and

shall separately debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent;
and (4) one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FROST], pending which
I yield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution, all time yielded is for the
purpose of debate only.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that, in the consider-
ation of House Joint Resolution 58 pur-
suant to House Resolution 95, the
amendment printed in House Report
105–20 be considered as modified by (1)
striking ‘‘the impact of such process on
financial markets’’ from the text des-
ignated as section 6(C); and (2) striking
‘‘on currency markets, international fi-
nancial markets and merchandise trade
flow’’ from the text designated as sec-
tion 6(g)(1)(B) and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘in enhancing international
counter narcotics cooperation’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
FOLEY]. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such

time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH],
the distinguished Speaker of the
House.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to take the floor to begin this de-
bate today on the drug war and the spe-
cific question of certifying Mexico’s
role in the drug war to make several
points to all of my colleagues which I
hope will be noted throughout the de-
bate, and I hope on our side of the aisle
that the managers both of the debate
on the rule and the debate on the ac-
tual bill will help communicate. This is
an effort on our part to help the people
of Mexico to help the people of Colom-
bia and to help the American people.

All of us are faced with a terrible
challenge of international drug lords
who are ruthless and who use the prof-
its of American money from sales to
Americans in order to sustain a level of
violence that is tragic. No American
can look at the thousands of Colom-
bians who have died, no American can
look at the Mexican prosecutors, the
Mexican police who have died risking
their lives to try to free their countries
from the scourge of drug dealers and
then talk in a self-righteous manner
about these countries.

We have a challenge in America of
ending the drug trade protecting our
children and cutting off the flow of
money to drug lords wherever they are.
We have a challenge as good neighbors
to recognize that we need to reach out
to help the people of Mexico and to
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help the people of Colombia, and yes,
there are concerns about decertifica-
tion, and yes, if you read the law and
you answer honestly the questions
written in the law, we find ourselves at
the point, as the attorney generals of
California and Arizona reported, that
they felt decertification was appro-
priate. But we will be offering an
amendment later to give the Clinton
administration an additional 90 days to
find ways to work with the Mexican
Government to avoid any such decerti-
fication because we believe the key as
good neighbors is to work together and
to work to honor the memory of those
in Colombia and Mexico who have lost
their life fighting the drug dealers and
to recognize that only by a true team
effort in which the American Govern-
ment and the American people also
take on an all-out challenge of defeat-
ing the drug dealers here and stopping
the drug purchases here and eliminat-
ing the flow of American money to
other countries.

So I hope all of our colleagues will
approach this debate in a positive ef-
fort to create a spirit across the Ameri-
cas of defeating the drug dealers as al-
lies together for civilization.

b 1030

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

This is a straightforward rule that
allows us to bring a resolution with
strong bipartisan backing to the floor
for timely consideration, as the Speak-
er has just indicated. The rule allows 2
hours of debate, equally divided be-
tween the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on International
Relations. It makes in order as the
base text House Joint Resolution 58 as
amended by the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and reported by a
strong 27 to 5 bipartisan vote.

In addition, it provides for the con-
sideration of an amendment by the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT]
debatable for 20 minutes, equally di-
vided between the proponent and an op-
ponent. All points of order against the
committee amendment and the Hastert
amendment are waived. Finally, the
rule allows for one motion to recom-
mit, with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is with a cer-
tain degree of reluctance that the
House takes up this resolution. I be-
lieve collectively this body has been a
strong supporter of the democratiza-
tion and stabilization process in Mex-
ico, but it is simply impossible to over-
look the evidence we are confronting
today on the matter of full cooperation
in the war on drugs. That is the test
under the certification process.

Mexico has been identified as the
source or transfer point for a full 70
percent or thereabouts of the elicit
drugs that flow into the United States
every year. That is an extraordinary
amount. As we seek closer cooperation
with Mexico on trade and other areas,
we do our closest Latin American
neighbors and ourselves no favor if we

close our eyes to the endemic corrup-
tion that is confounding our efforts in
Mexico.

Frankly, many of us were perplexed
to see Mexico receive full certification
by President Clinton, when countries
like Colombia, where the National Po-
lice have fought a courageous battle
against its drug cartels, were fully de-
certified. There seems to be a bit of a
double standard there.

I think it is true, as we have seen in
the certification process this year, that
the process is imperfect, some might
even say counterproductive. But for
today it is the law we have to work
with. And if we don’t like the certifi-
cation process, I would refer your at-
tention to provisions in the Hastert
amendment to reconsider that process
and provide for a high-level
counternarcotics commission.

But what are we looking for in Mex-
ico? We are looking for reliable drug
enforcement officials to work with us,
willingly, effectively and coopera-
tively.

Many applauded when Mexico mobi-
lized its military in the war on drugs,
including myself, making the recent
revelations unfortunately about Gen-
eral Gutierrez all the more troubling to
us. It seems we were sharing sensitive
information about drug cartels with a
military man who was involved in fact
with those cartels.

We also need evidence that once cap-
tured, notorious criminals like
Humberto Garcia will be charged, tried
and sentenced, not simply allowed to
walk out of custody.

Our goal is not to take a step back
from the many positive aspects of our
relationship with Mexico, and they are
many, and we are proud of them. I
think the Committee on International
Relations resolution does strike the
right tone. It is tough, but it is fair,
and the Hastert amendment is an addi-
tional opportunity for positive co-
operation between our two countries.

It is my hope that once the initial re-
action has passed, the Mexican Govern-
ment will respond with a concerted ef-
fort to address the specific vital issues
outlined in the Hastert amendment,
where the United States and Mexico
can do a better job of fighting drug
traffic together.

Mr. Speaker, notice that I included
the United States in the ‘‘can do bet-
ter’’ category, because we all know the
problem is not entirely one of Mexico’s
making. There are demand issues to
deal with in the United States and
some lingering questions about the
commitment and efficiency of our own
administration to the fight against
drugs. We are working on that. Having
said all of that, I urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting the rule and in
passing House Joint Resolution 58.

A little candor on the situation in
Mexico will advance our cause a lot
further than glossing over the rough
spots. That is what friends are for.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to a
bad rule for a questionable bill and a
truly terrible substitute.

Mr. Speaker, this joint resolution is
a slap in the face of our Nation’s neigh-
bor to the south, and the substitute,
which was brought to the Committee
on Rules, is a slap in the face of the
President of the United States.

It is unrealistic to expect that the
Government of a sovereign nation
would be willing to cooperate with the
United States if Congress passes legis-
lation such as this. It is ludicrous to
think that the President would sign
anything which directly condemns
him, as does the substitute made in
order here.

The fact that this resolution has
been brought to the floor in this man-
ner, without opportunity to amend it
with a more reasonable approach to a
problem that everyone agrees is of crit-
ical national importance, demonstrates
that the majority in this House is not
interested in narcotics control. Rather,
the majority is demonstrating its first
priority is to bash the President and
his administration, and then to bash
the Government of one of our Nation’s
closest neighbors.

Mr. Speaker, no would can deny that
drugs are the scourge of our society.
Mr. Speaker, no one can deny that the
influx of drugs from Mexico is a serious
problem that affects every level of our
society.

While the Mexican Government and
President Zedillo have taken impor-
tant steps toward implementing a
meaningful drug control program,
many, many serious deficiencies exist,
and evidence of corruption is alarming.

None of us can deny that more must
be done, much more. The Government
of Mexico has not done everything to
fully cooperate with our law enforce-
ment agencies, and, despite 52 requests
for drug-related extraditions, has not
extradited a single Mexican national.
This is serious business. But how can
we expect another sovereign nation to
work with us, to cooperate in our ef-
forts to stem the tide of the influx of
this poison into our country, when we
move ahead with legislation like House
Joint Resolution 58?

We need to step back, Mr. Speaker,
and examine the implications of this
legislation carefully and rationally.
The lives of American children depend
upon our actions.

Yesterday the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF], a Member of the
other party, came to the Committee on
Rules and made a compelling case for a
sense of the Congress resolution which
he proposed as a substitute to the com-
mittee bill and the substitute offered
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HASTERT].

The Schiff substitute recognizes the
direct threat that drugs represent to
the United States and that the Govern-
ment of Mexico has failed to undertake
measures which would significantly
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curb the drug trade and corruption in
that country. The language is strong
and right on target.

But the Schiff resolution calls on our
Government to continue to work with
the Mexican Government to dismantle
drug cartels and arrest and prosecute
their leaders, to achieve compliance
with our extradition requests, to in-
crease interdiction, to step up efforts
to enhance law enforcement efforts on
both sides of the border, and, finally, to
identify and eliminate corruption at
every level of the Government of Mex-
ico.

The Schiff resolution would have,
had this House been permitted to con-
sider it, sent a strong message to the
Government of Mexico but would not
have sent along with it a direct slap in
the face. I offered an amendment to the
rule to include the Schiff resolution in
the amendments to be considered
today, but my amendment was de-
feated on a straight party-line vote,
with all the Republican Members vot-
ing against the substitute offered by
their own fellow Republican [Mr.
SCHIFF].

Mr. Speaker, the ranking member of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions told the Committee on Rules yes-
terday afternoon that the current situ-
ation with Mexico and the certification
process mandated by section 490 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shows
that the law does not work. The Presi-
dent was faced with an extremely dif-
ficult choice when he was presented
with the choice of certifying or decerti-
fying Mexico. There is little disagree-
ment that this law does not allow the
President adequate flexibility to deal
both with the drug problem and with
the totality of U.S. national interests.
The law should be changed.

But in the meantime, there is little
reason to believe that the Republican
majority should use this outdated law
as an opportunity to specifically con-
demn the President of the United
States by bringing forward a substitute
resolution which contains language
which specifically states that the ad-
ministration’s policies of the past 4
years amount to, ‘‘the failed antidrug
policy.’’

So, Mr. Speaker, I intend to oppose
ordering the previous question on this
resolution in order to try to amend the
rule to allow the House to consider the
sense of Congress resolution proposed
by the gentleman from New Mexico
[Mr. SCHIFF]. His proposal is reasonable
and sends a strong message and encour-
ages greater cooperation between the
United States and Mexico. If we are se-
rious about stemming the flow of nar-
cotics into our country, reason and not
insults should prevail.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, here on the floor and
back in your offices, you know, there is
a war going on in this country. Unfor-
tunately, it is a one-sided war. The
only people that are fighting are the
drug lords, the people that are killing
our young children. And we, including
our allies, are doing little to fight that
war.

I do not have to tell my colleagues I
have spoken out many times on this
floor about the illegal drug use in this
country, criticizing the Mexican Gov-
ernment, the Colombian Government,
and yes, criticizing the American Gov-
ernment, and yes, criticizing this Con-
gress as well for not fighting that war.

In my view, if we are going to get re-
sults in our foreign affairs, we simply
must be willing to use the stick once in
a while. We cannot just hang that car-
rot out there and threaten and keep
letting them eat the carrots. That is
what we do all too often with our for-
eign policy.

In this case, unless we are prepared
to suspend our aid to Mexico, they will
know there will never be a penalty for
their lack of cooperation in this war.

Has there been cooperation? Not very
much.

Consider the comment from Tom
Constantine, head of our Drug Enforce-
ment Agency, one of the most credible
law enforcement officers in America. I
was proud to work with him in the New
York State government for many,
many years.

He said, ‘‘There is not one single law
enforcement institution in Mexico with
whom the DEA has an entirely trusting
relationship.’’

Can you imagine that? That, my
friends, is a damning indictment. And
that is why I feel Mexico should be de-
certified.

Let me read some statistics. Sev-
enty-five percent of all the violent
crime in America today is committed
against our women and children and it
is drug-related, 75 percent of all violent
crime in America today.

Did we all know that? Does that not
mean anything to us?

And let me tell my colleagues some-
thing else that is so startling. The
Rand Corp. says that 75 percent of all
the illegal drug purchases in America
today are made by whom? They are
made by upper-middle class Americans.
I guess my colleagues and I could be
put in that category. But recreational
drug users who use a little cocaine,
sniff a little cocaine or smoke a little
marijuana over the weekend, and they
come into the innercities and they buy
these illegal drugs. That is what cre-
ates the territories, and that is what
creates the murder.

Did my colleagues know that mari-
juana use in American 12- and 13-year-
olds is up 127 percent over the last 4
years? Did we know among 14- and 15-
year-olds that marijuana use is up 200
percent? And it goes higher and higher
as you get up.

We are destroying a whole new gen-
eration of Americans, financially and

physically. And that is why it is part of
our fault, because we are not fighting
the war inside our boundaries.

But listen to this, 50 to 70 percent of
the cocaine entering the United States
of America today transits through
Mexico. Seventy percent? And 20 to 30
percent of heroin crosses the borders
from Mexico. Eighty percent of grown
marijuana comes in from Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, we need to fight a bat-
tle here, and that is why I would have
liked to have seen a much stronger bill
than the one we are considering here
today. But this House is a body of com-
promise. And if we were to send any
kind of message expressing our dis-
satisfaction to Mexico, it was nec-
essary to reach a compromise that
took care of the concerns, legitimate
concerns, like the gentleman sitting
over here from Texas that represents
border States. We have to take those
considerations into consideration, be-
cause they believe that a straight de-
certification would be destabilizing in
Mexico.

While this bill grants a waiver of
sanctions to the President and while
the Hastert amendment made in order
by the rule delays decertification for 90
days, it still does send a strong mes-
sage of our dissatisfaction with Mexi-
co’s level of cooperation in the drug
war. That is why I am going to do what
Ronald Reagan taught me to do, you
cannot always have it your own way,
you have to compromise. To me, this is
a reasonable compromise.

But, Mr. Speaker, after we do this,
let us get on with fighting that war to
save our children, please.

b 1045
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5

minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. REYES].

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the time to speak on a very, very
emotional issue, and a very important
issue to us. I want to say to my col-
leagues in the House that I deeply ap-
preciate the comments made this
morning both by the Speaker and the
Democratic leader in the context of the
Hershey retreat that half of us at-
tended over the weekend. I think it is
important that we listen to what the
Speaker said immediately preceding
these arguments on the rule.

I stand this morning against the rule
because I think at times those of us
that understand, those of us that have
the experience of the impact of deci-
sions made in Congress and how they
impact border communities, not border
countries, but border communities on
both sides of the international bound-
ary are often disregarded and not
taken into account.

We have heard this morning, and
probably will hear some more, some
rhetorical statements such as there is
a war going on, that this issue is tough,
but fair, that 75 percent of crime com-
mitted in this country is related to
drugs, and that drug use is up 100 and
something percent. We all know this; I
know this.
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Yet, over the course of the last week

or so, I have been talking to my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to try
to educate them about the implications
of something we are about to do that is
going to have long-term and profound
impact on the relationship that this
country has with our neighbor to the
south, namely, Mexico.

I think certification of Mexico is
critical. I think it is critical not as an
issue of checking off on a report card,
but I think it is critical from the con-
text of, we cannot expect cooperation,
we cannot expect teamwork if we do
not provide our fellow members of the
team an opportunity to work with us.

I can tell my colleagues from per-
sonal experience, experience predicated
on 261⁄2 years of working this Nation’s
border to enforce immigration and nar-
cotic laws, that the issue is tough, the
issue is serious. What we are about to
do here in voting to decertify Mexico
and voting on the alternative amend-
ment is serious business.

This morning we are being watched
and monitored throughout Latin Amer-
ica. This morning we are being mon-
itored because people south of our bor-
der know that we do not have our own
house in order, yet we are taking a po-
sition that we are making an attempt
to tell people that they have to have
their house in order.

I think it is critically important that
we understand that a vote for this rule
is a vote that ultimately will come
back to haunt us in many different
ways, including a profound way where
our neighbor to the south may choose a
path and a road that ultimately comes
back to haunt not just us, not those of
us in this Congress today, but ulti-
mately future relationships with future
generations of this country. I think we
deserve better; I think our children de-
serve better.

I think we need to step back and we
need to have a cooling-off period. From
that perspective, I appreciate having
had an opportunity to be heard by the
Speaker, by the leader, and by Mem-
bers of both sides of the aisle in terms
of what I offer in terms of my experi-
ence on that border.

I would urge my colleagues to vote
against this rule because it is the
wrong thing to do at the wrong time
and gives us the wrong kinds of con-
sequences.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. DIAZ-
BALART].

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from Florida for
yielding me this time.

I am sorry that my friends on the
other side of the aisle do not seem to
grasp that one of the essences of de-
mocracy is permanent dissatisfaction. I
am among those who believe that the
resolution that came out of the Com-
mittee on International Relations, de-
certifying the Mexican Government for
its blatant and obvious actions, is not
fulfilling the responsibilities of all gov-
ernments in fighting drug trafficking.

I would have supported that resolu-
tion if I had been in the Committee on
International Relations, and would
have preferred that it be the final prod-
uct today in this House. But as a con-
sequence of a negotiation, a bipartisan
negotiation, a very intense negotiation
over the last couple of days, there is an
amendment that is made in order by
this rule that I fully support, an
amendment by the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. HASTERT], that while not
satisfying many of us, I think at least
moves forward in a way that both sides
of the aisle and all positions should ap-
preciate this morning.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HASTERT] says that it postpones decer-
tification of the Mexican Government
for 90 days, and gives an opportunity to
the Mexican Government to show good
faith in very concrete ways in the field
against the fight against
narcotrafficking within these 90 days,
and avoid decertification if those steps
are taken. I think that is a reasonable
measure, a reasonable measure that
both sides of the aisle should support.
People from the border States as well
as from the rest of the country should
support and express gratitude to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT]
and the Speaker and all others who
have so diligently worked for that com-
promise on both sides of the aisle.

However, I think that even a more
important aspect of the Hastert
amendment is that this obviously hyp-
ocritical and fatally flawed certifi-
cation process is put under the micro-
scope, and a commission will be cre-
ated to look at this process, a process
that while it says that the Colombian
Government, and obviously there is a
very serious allegation of the President
of Colombia having taken money di-
rectly from drug traffickers during his
campaign, that is a very serious allega-
tion; while Colombia is decertified,
though Colombia has perhaps given the
largest quota of blood against the
narcotraffickers, the soldiers, the po-
licemen of Colombia, they have given
the largest quota of blood against the
drug traffickers programs in the entire
hemisphere, yet they are decertified.

At the same time, the Mexican Gov-
ernment, infiltrated to the teeth by
narcotraffickers, infiltrated to the ex-
tent that hours after our President cer-
tified Mexico, a major drug trafficker
was let out and apparently given a
Mercedes to leave, despite that, Mexico
was certified and Colombia is decerti-
fied.

And wait a minute. The most corrupt
government in the hemisphere, even
more corrupt than the PRI govern-
ment, the government of gangsters, by
gangsters and for gangsters, the gov-
ernment of the dictator Castro, no, our
Government said no, they should not
be on the list of people that have to be
certified. They are cooperating, Castro
is cooperating.

That is what the administration
says, despite the fact that I have on
video our local drug-fighting authori-

ties in south Florida saying that over
50 percent of the cocaine that comes in
through the Caribbean comes by and
through Cuba, and yet the Clinton ad-
ministration says no, they should not
be on the list.

This certification process is flawed,
it is hypocritical, it is discriminatory,
it has to be put under the microscope.
The amendment of the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. HASTERT] does that.

Let us look at this process, let us see
if there is a better way to cut back on
drug trafficking, to reduce consump-
tion and avoid the politicization of this
process which is obviously occurring,
and I think that my friends on the
other side of the aisle would agree. So
let us support the Hastert amendment,
let us be bipartisan, let us be serious,
and let us avoid petty politics.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, a President of the other
party, Mr. Nixon, once observed, watch
what I do, not what I say.

The folks on the other side are fol-
lowing that advice, of course. They are
claiming to be bipartisan, claiming
sweetness and light, and then they
bring forward the Hastert amendment
on which Democrats were not con-
sulted. They brought it to the Commit-
tee on Rules, imposed on a straight
party line vote, and they used the
Hastert amendment to attack the
President and his administration. Let
me read from the Hastert amendment
which they are presenting as this won-
derful compromise.

On page 4:
United States Government strategy has

been weak in responding to statutory dead-
lines, has been characterized by an absence
of statutorily mandated measurable goals,
lack of effective coordination and program
accountability, and often untargeted and in-
sufficient funding, from the smallest agen-
cies involved in the drug war up to and in-
cluding the White House Drug Policy Office.

They are not talking about another
country, they are talking about our
President in our own country.

They further say:
United States Government policy has

emphasized additional funding for
unproven drug treatment techniques at
the expense of accountable drug pre-
vention programs that effectively
teach a right-wrong distinction.

And then they go on to say:
For the past four years, United States Gov-

ernment strategy has failed to use the media
to communicate a consistent, intense anti-
drug message to young people.

The folks on the other side, in prais-
ing this compromise, I guess they are
compromising between their right wing
and their far right wing, the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. HASTERT], neglect to tell us
that what they are doing is condemn-
ing the President of the United States,
condemning the activities of our own
Government in trying to counteract
this drug trade.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Texas for his kindness.

Mr. Speaker, I rise with the same
kind of outrage that has been expressed
by my colleagues, but I also under-
stand the frustration and the pleas
that has been made by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. REYES]. So I rise in op-
position to the rule because I believe
there is more that could have been
done.

It is crucial that we acknowledge
that this is not, this question of drug
usage and drug devastation, it is not a
Democratic problem or a Republican
problem, it is an American problem. I
think it is important for us to rise on
this floor and come together to associ-
ate ourselves with a resolution that is
an American resolution.

The Federal Government now spends
currently $15 billion per year in the
war on drugs. But, interestingly
enough, as it is under President Clin-
ton, it has not been substantially or
was not substantially different under
President Bush. We focused a lot on
border control, interdiction, law en-
forcement, punishment, and preven-
tion. We do work some with education,
treatment, and rehabilitation.

Individuals in my community suffer
extensively. Black men comprise 12
percent of the total population; 13 per-
cent of drug users, 35 percent of arrests
and 55 percent of convictions.

I want a real solution. I want to ac-
knowledge that there are problems
with Mexico, but yet we can find data
that says that the Mexican officials
seized 30 percent more marijuana in
1995, which in turn was up 40 percent
over 1994. Cocaine seizures went from
22.2 tons to 23.8 tons, and heroin sei-
zures increased 78 percent from 1995.

So I think we need to recognize that
work has been done. We have suffi-
ciently cooperated with many Mexican
officials so that the extradition process
has been expanded.

I want to see us come together
around solutions, to emphasize treat-
ment, to emphasize the importance of
bringing down the desire for drugs in
our community. I do not want to see us
not recognize the problems in Colom-
bia or Mexico, but I do realize that we
must do more about international
smuggling, we must do more about
money laundering, and in that instance
I am disappointed that the Schiff
amendment substitute was not consid-
ered to be brought to the floor of the
House. I appreciate that there were
those who supported this in the Com-
mittee on Rules.

b 1100
This had viable solutions by offering

it as a sense of Congress:
First, the suggestion to dismantle

major drug cartels and arrest and pros-
ecute leaders of such cartels; that we
would continue to work to implement
effective legislation for Mexico to pro-
hibit money laundering.

We would also like to achieve compli-
ance with Mexico with outstanding ex-

tradition requests, and that effort has
been enhanced; we need more of that.
That we would work to increase the
interdiction of narcotics and other con-
trolled substances, and we would do
more on prevention and treatment, I
might add.

It again does this Congress no good
and it does us great ill, if you will, in
international relations and working
with countries to improve this coopera-
tive effort in fighting drugs if we casti-
gate an administration that has shown
itself well with the drug czar, that we
are concerned about decreasing the
amount of drugs that have come into
this country, and to have an amend-
ment on the floor that has been offered
now that gives some and then takes
some away by castigating the hard
work of DEA agents, border control
agents, and the various other Federal
employees that have worked so hard
with local government, with the Presi-
dent, and treatment programs, it does
not show itself well, and does not get
the job done in terms of helping Mexico
do what it is supposed to do.

I am frustrated by this process. I
want action, but I want us to recognize
that it is an American problem and we
must treat it as such, to make sure we
can fight this drug problem and help
the American citizens get rid of it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. PAUL].

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, today, we are po-
tentially faced with a vote to decertify Mexico
for not cooperating with the United States to
adequately fight the war on drugs. This is yet
another of the truly frustrating votes in which
a Member of Congress is forced to choose be-
tween two alternatives, both of which mandate
not only an unconstitutional use of American
taxpayer’s dollars but pursue an ineffective
policy action.

President Clinton recently certified Mexico
as a good drug warrior. However, absent
some procedural maneuvering to remove a
waiver that allows the President to release
Mexican foreign assistance notwithstanding
decertification, the only choice we as Mem-
bers of Congress will be left with is: First, cer-
tify Mexico and further encourage an obviously
corrupt political regime to continue its corrup-
tion-based, prohibition-era-style activities with
a check from the United States taxpayers in
the amount of $25 million; or, second, decer-
tify Mexico and pressure that same regime to
increase its corruption-based, prohibition-era-
style activities with a check from the United
States taxpayers in the amount of $25 million.

Voting against certification does little more
than pressure Mexico to pretend it’s cracking
down on drug producers. Voting for certifi-
cation condones the President’s position that
Mexico is doing everything possible and the
corruption remains both ignored and sub-
sidized. This vote has become meaningless;
the process of Mexican certification has be-
come a kind of political dog and pony show.
Unfortunately for the American taxpayer, for-
eign aid will continue to flow to Mexico regard-
less of the vote and regardless of whether this

money accomplishes anything positive or pro-
ductive.

Today’s war on drugs consists of inherently
defective tactics and, as such, a new ap-
proach to the drug problem is desperately
warranted. If we are going to be honest with
ourselves, we would have to decertify our bor-
der guards, prison wardens, and school prin-
cipals; after all, we cannot even keep drugs
out of our own country, prisons, or schools.

We never seem to learn anything from our
failures. Two years ago Texas banned smok-
ing in all prisons. The price of a 99-cent pack
of cigarettes suddenly soared to $25 within the
prison system, yet smoking continues while
corruption thrives. Just last year, 40 prison
employees faced felony charges for dealing in
cigarettes.

I cannot possibly vote to certify Mexico as a
drug warrior obediently taking orders from the
United States Government. How can I in good
conscience vote for a resolution to decertify
Mexico whether it has teeth in it or not since
our whole approach to the drug problem is
flawed and doomed to fail. Most Members rec-
ognize this and thus, the frustration with this
resolution.

This resolution, whether it passes or fails,
embraces and subsidizes the same flaws pro-
hibition-era approach and does little more than
increase potential corruption and crime. The
sooner we realize and acknowledge this, the
better.

I urge a no vote on the rule.
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN]
the chairman of the Committee on
International Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of House Resolution 95,
the rule for consideration of House
Joint Resolution 58.

First, I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] for his
skillful work on this proposed rule, and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON], chairman of the Committee
on Rules, for his support of our resolu-
tion.

House Joint Resolution 58, intro-
duced by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SHAW], disapproves the President’s
recent certification that Mexico had
cooperated fully with the United
States’ antidrug efforts last year. This
resolution of disapproval was reported
favorably by the Committee on Inter-
national Relations by a bipartisan vote
of 27 to 5. This measure is supported by
our ranking member, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] as well as
the leadership of both parties.

Mr. Speaker, the latest data indi-
cates that 60 percent of the illegal
drugs entering our Nation passed
through Mexico. That figure may be
higher. It is a conservative estimate. If
we do not work together to confront
this problem, thousands of Mexican
and American citizens, particularly our
young people, will pay a terrible price.
That is why we expect that our friends
in Mexico would give their very best ef-
forts, along with our Nation, to
confront this terrible threat.
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Regrettably, I have reached the con-

clusion that Mexico’s government up
until now has not shown the kind of
full commitment that is needed.

We acknowledge that Mexico has in-
deed been open to new antidrug initia-
tives. For that we commend them. But
that cooperation was completely un-
dermined because Mexico’s antidrug
chief was actually on the payroll of
that country’s most powerful cartel.
He is now in prison.

We also recognize that several mas-
sive drug syndicates continue to oper-
ate with impunity in Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, our DEA administrator,
Tom Constantine, told Congress just a
few days before the President’s certifi-
cation that there is not one single law
enforcement institution in Mexico with
whom DEA has an entirely trusting re-
lationship.

In short, this administration gives
Mexico a failing grade for its antidrug
cooperation last year. But it would
allow the President to maintain aid
programs that are important to us, in-
cluding some forms of counternarcotics
aid that might otherwise be prohibited
to a decertified country.

I believe that is a responsible ap-
proach to this thorny issue.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 95
provides for a full and fair debate on
this issue. It is time we establish a re-
lationship that is trusting and mean-
ingful. We must end the divisiveness
that surround drugs, and the best way
to do this is to lance this boil and de-
velop real, substantive counter-drug
cooperation.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to call our
colleagues’ attention to a New York
Times editorial of March 12 of this
month entitled ‘‘Mexico Without Illu-
sions,’’ in coming out for decertifica-
tion, stating: ‘‘Unless President Zedillo
attacks these problems boldly by initi-
ating a thorough housecleaning of cor-
porate officials, Congress should over-
ride Mexico certification.’’

I urge our Members to support the
rule on House Joint Resolution 58 and
to support final passage of the meas-
ure.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the editorial I mentioned.

The material referred to is as follows:
[From the New York Times, Mar. 12, 1997]

MEXICO WITHOUT ILLUSIONS

Congress and the Clinton Administration
appear headed for a collision over Mexico.
Just weeks before President Clinton is sched-
uled to visit Mexico, Congress is moving to
override the Administration’s disingenuous
certification that its Government is fully co-
operating in the fight against illegal drugs.
A successful override would invite a diplo-
matic confrontation with Mexico. But the
crisis would be worth enduring if it led
Washington to a more realistic appreciation
of Mexico’s problems and of President
Ernesto Zedillo’s failure to address them
with sufficient resolve.

The Administration invited a Congres-
sional rebuff when it pretended all was well
with Mexican drug enforcement. It acted im-
mediately after a series of embarrassing in-
cidents made plain that pervasive corruption
in Mexico’s police, military and ruling party

has blunted drug enforcement and led Mexi-
can officials to withhold vital information
from American authorities.

Only days before the certification decision
came word that Mexico’s recently appointed
drug enforcement chief had been arrested for
corruption, and that news of his downfall
had been kept secret for nearly two weeks.

Largely because of this breakdown of en-
forcement and cooperation, well over half
the cocaine entering the United States now
passes through Mexico. Mexico has become
the principal conduit for South American co-
caine as well as a supplier of homegrown
marijuana and heroin.

Mexico already resents the idea of a Wash-
ington report card on its law enforcement ef-
forts. The insult would be far greater if Mex-
ico received a failing grade, even if the Ad-
ministration, as it surely would, waived the
economic penalties that decertification
could bring. The annual drug certification
review is of a useful process. But as long as
it is required by law, Washington does best
to tell the American people, and itself, the
truth.

In Mexico’s case, that truth is cause for
considerable concern. The drug enforcement
problems are symptomatic of a deeper crisis
in Mexican political life.

The old regime, represented by the Institu-
tional Revolutionary Party, or PRI, has used
patronage networks and, on occasion, elec-
toral fraud to monopolize Mexico’s presi-
dency and dominate its politics for nearly
seven decades. It is now in deep disarray, un-
able to reform itself and unwilling to give
way to a more democratic and accountable
system. President Zedillo is a weak but de-
cent leader, apparently too beholden to the
PRI establishment to reform it.

He has failed, for example, to move aggres-
sively to clean up the notoriously drug-cor-
rupted Federal Judicial Police. Mr. Zedillo
has instead relied on regular army generals
who are themselves proving vulnerable to
bribery and other abuses. New reports link
army drug fighters to a series of mysterious
kidnapping incidents. Mr. Zedillo has failed
to challenge federal and state politicians
whose failure to halt drug trafficking in
their areas of jurisdiction suggests either ac-
tive complicity or incompetence.

With a long common boarder and a wide
array of common interests the United States
has compelling reasons to maintain con-
structive relations with Mexico. But such re-
lations can only be based on an honest as-
sessment of Mexican conditions, including
the obvious problems now afflicting its drug
enforcement programs.

Unless President Zedillo attacks these
problems boldly by initiating a thorough
housecleaning of corrupt officials, Congress
should override Mexico’s certification.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes and 30 seconds to our col-
league and friend, the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr.
DREIER], vice chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend, the gentleman from Sanibel,
FL, for yielding me this time.

I would like to say to the House that
sometimes we have a tendency around
here to do what makes us feel good,
rather than what is actually the right
thing to do. Clearly, the politically ex-
pedient best thing to do is to bash the
living hell out of Mexico.

I have plenty of grist for criticism of
what we have seen from Mexico, but we

have to ask this question, Mr. Speaker:
What does it get us? What does decerti-
fication get us? What does listing a
whole load of items that would exacer-
bate the anti-gringo sentiment from
Mexico get us in this war which, frank-
ly, we are in large part responsible for?

If Members will look at a country
that is trying to emerge and bring
about economic reforms and political
reforms, as Mexico is, and it is a long
and difficult struggle, and it has not
been as successful as we would like, but
if we look at the problems that exist
there and then look at the magnet of
$30 billion which we in this country are
providing, it obviously has to impose
quite a strain on Mexico.

There is a sense that every govern-
ment official in Mexico is corrupt. We
know that is not the case. There have
been 25 assassinations which have
taken place in Mexico. Loads of judges,
police officers, and a wide range of
other people are strongly committed in
Mexico to dealing with this scourge of
drugs. But obviously the $30 billion
which we are providing as consumers
here in the United States has clearly
played a role in creating that corrup-
tion.

I will support the manager’s amend-
ment compromise, but I have trouble
with it. Why? Because as we look at
that litany of criticisms that we are
going to be imposing, which we are
going to be leveling at the Mexican
Government, it seems to me it will
make it tougher for them to try and
deal with many of these items.

Why? Because of the political prob-
lems that exist in Mexico, as I said ear-
lier, that anti-gringo sentiment. So I
will say that reluctantly I will join in
support of this compromise, and hope
that we can do so in a bipartisan way
and deal with this very, very serious
problem.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. REYES].

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding the addi-
tional time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I would call attention
to a Dear Colleague letter that I sent
out to my colleagues yesterday. It is a
follow-up to another letter that I had
sent last week, and before I read a por-
tion of this, I would like for my col-
leagues in the House to know that
when I first heard about the question
of certification of Mexico for this year,
I was in El Paso. I sent a letter to the
President urging him to certify Mex-
ico. I did so because the impact that
decertification would have on border
communities on both sides of the inter-
national border would be devastating.

We have a border that is interdepend-
ent economically. We have a border
where we have made significant
progress since the passage of NAFTA,
and I know that NAFTA for some of
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
is still an issue of controversy. But the
progress that we have made is signifi-
cant.
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One of the things that I want the

record to reflect that has not been
mentioned here is that Mexico has not
been sitting on its hands. Mexico has
lost a presidential candidate to their
effort on the war on drugs. Mexico has
lost a bishop to the war on drugs. Mex-
ico has lost a number of clergy that
stand up and address drug trafficking
and the scourge of the impact of drugs
on the society in Mexico, and they
have paid with their lives, they have
paid with their lives.

Mexico has in the past lost lives of
its policemen and soldiers fighting in
remote regions of that country against
very well-financed and well-armed drug
traffickers. So the price Mexico has
paid has been significant.

I think when we get caught up in the
rhetoric and in the language even of
the certification process, where we say
we have to have proof that they have
fully cooperated, well fully can mean
different things to different people.
One of the issues here has to be clearly
defined and attainable goals in the con-
text of what we expect on this war on
drugs, clearly defined objectives, even
of what we expect of ourselves.

We should not be on the floor taking
this opportunity to again take it out
on Mexico in terms of the frustration
that we all feel about the impact of
drugs in our communities. I think we
can reach consensus on this floor on
both sides of the aisle that all of us are
opposed to narcotics, all of us are op-
posed to seeing what is going on, even
in the neighborhoods around this great
institution.

I think we have to understand that
from the perspective of the Mexican
Government, from the perspective of
the Mexican people, decertification,
even decertification with a waiver,
even with the amendment that we will
be voting on and are considering this
morning, in all probability, even with
all of those things being fully under-
stood by Mexico and Mexican citizens,
it is still an affront to them, and an af-
front to the price they have paid in
helping us to try to deal with what can
best be termed, from my experience, as
an issue of national security for this
country. But we forget in the process
that it is also a threat on the national
stability and the national security of
Mexico.

I would urge my colleagues to step
back and rethink their position on
this. I thank the gentleman for the
time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am happy
to yield 1 minute and 15 seconds to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. OXLEY], well known in the areas of
commerce.

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I served 10
years on the Select Committee on Nar-
cotics Abuse and Control, and having
dealt with this issue for a number of
years, I truly come to the floor today
with mixed emotions. One of the things

I learned, I think, long ago when I
came to this body was to listen to the
folks who are closest to the problem.

When I listen to my colleagues from
Texas, from Arizona, from southern
California, and they explain to me the
difficulties of the decertification proc-
ess, and what it is going to mean to our
relations with our neighbors to the
South, I think it behooves us to listen
to those arguments.

This is not a partisan issue. While I
agree with all of the failed antidrug
policy indictments in this resolution
with this administration, that is really
beside the point. The point is how do
we solve the problem of drugs coming
in through our borders from Mexico.

I am not certain that the approach
we take today, whether it is the
Hastert approach or the approach from
the committee, really gets that job
done. If I had a problem in the Great
Lakes region, I would hope that other
Members from other parts of the coun-
try would listen to my particular prob-
lem and pay me some heed, because I
might know what I am talking about.

I think we ought to really take a
look at the arguments being made by
our friends on the southern border, and
take that into account before we cast
this important vote.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BARTON].

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the distinguished gentleman
from Texas for yielding me the time.

I rise with some degree of uneasiness
because I believe I have established a
reputation in this body as one of the
strongest antidrug crusaders that there
is. With the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules [Mr. SOLO-
MON], we have been successful in hav-
ing a rule put in that sometime in this
Congress there needs to be a drug test-
ing plan put in for Members of Con-
gress. At one time I had a full-time
antidrug coordinator on my staff in
Texas.

I have consistently voted for the
most tough and effective measures to
fight the war on drugs so that it would
appear that I would stand in support of
the rule and in support of the resolu-
tion to decertify Mexico. I am not
going to do that. I spent 2 days in Mex-
ico this past weekend. I am convinced
that, while they have problems in their
antidrug efforts, President Zedillo and
his Government are making a good-
faith effort to be a good-faith partner
with the United States in the war
against drugs.

If we go ahead today, report this
rule, report the resolution and pass ei-
ther the Gilman resolution that came
out of committee or the Hastert sub-
stitute, what we are doing is an exer-
cise in self-flagellation. Neither of
those has true sanctions. One waives

the sanctions, the other delays it for 90
days.

So we have a symbolic effort where
we are pointing fingers at Mexico with
no teeth behind the finger pointing
which is going to infuriate not the
Mexican Government but the Mexican
people. When the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. STEARNS] and the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BOUCHER] and my-
self were in Mexico over the weekend,
all the Mexican papers had front-page
headlines that Mexico viewed this as a
very serious issue of national sov-
ereignty. Quite frankly, they could not
understand how we could be thinking
about decertifying their Government
without decertifying our Government.

For example, there are 20,000 Mexican
troops in the field eradicating mari-
juana crops. How many law enforce-
ment officials are in the United States
eradicating marijuana crops? My infor-
mation is the answer in the United
States is zero. Last year the Mexican
Government extradited or expelled 16
people to this country that were want-
ed on either murder charges or drug
charges or charges of that nature. How
many did we expel to Mexico? My un-
derstanding is the answer is zero.

I could go on and on, and in the de-
bate later in the afternoon I will go
into some detail. But the pure point of
the matter is, if we continue with this
exercise, we are going to make the
House of Representatives irrelevant in
a true dialog with Mexico and the ad-
ministration on the war against drugs.
We need to be involved. We have got
expertise in this House that needs to be
involved, but a symbolic vote that is a
1-day political victory is not the an-
swer. I hope we would vote against the
rule and, if that passes, vote against
the resolution.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port the rule, and I was an original co-
sponsor of the bill. I support the bill. I
do not mean to demean or condemn the
President, I am just a pragmatist and I
keep a look at the scoreboard. As high
as 50 to 70 percent of all narcotics
comes through and from Mexico, and, if
there is a war on drugs going on in
America, I am Stonewall Jackson. I
liken certifying Mexico as a coopera-
tive partner in our war against drugs
as giving a special tax exemption to Al
Capone during Prohibition to sell
booze.

Nothing personal against Mexico. It
is not working. American cities are
busting at the seams with narcotics.

Let me say this to the Congress.
Other than a nuclear threat, that is the
greatest national security threat our
Nation faces and every citizens feels it
in every city across this country. In
fact, I do not think the bill goes far
enough. I recommend to the majority
party that they bring to the floor the
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Traficant bill that does not mandate
but allows for the deployment of mili-
tary troops falling out of chairs with-
out armrests all over the world, put
them on our border, not to make ar-
rests but simply to detain and keep
both illegal immigrants out and nar-
cotics. Mr. Speaker, if we are going to
have a war on drugs, we cannot do it
with the Peace Corps. It is time to
start fighting. I support the rule. I sup-
port the bill.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
me the time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MICA].

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am going
to vote against the rule, and I am
going to vote against the Hastert
amendment. Let me tell my colleagues
why.

In the 1980’s, I helped draft the cer-
tification laws as a staffer in the other
body. If we read the Hastert amend-
ment, it requires a studying, the decer-
tification process. I come before my
colleagues to say that we do not need
to study the decertification process.
We need to toughen the decertification
process and the penalties against coun-
tries that traffic in drugs. The 1986
Antidrug Abuse Act established four
very clear criteria, tests of coopera-
tion. Let me read them.

It requires steps that would prevent
smuggling. And how can anyone in
their consciousness certify Mexico
when Mexico has 70 percent of the co-
caine coming into the United States,
when they do not even produce one
gram of cocaine that is not naturally
produced there? So it is all being smug-
gled. So by that criteria, do they judge
cooperation? Punish money launder-
ing? They have not prosecuted one per-
son under their money laundering law.

Achieve maximum reductions in drug
production? Achieve maximum reduc-
tions? Eighty percent of the marijuana
is coming out of Mexico; 30 percent of
the heroin flooding our streets and our
neighborhoods and our schools. Are
they cooperating with the letter of the
law? No.

Do they facilitate the prosecution of
traffickers, as the law says to the max-
imum extent possible? This is what
Tom Constantine, the head of DEA,
told our subcommittee just before cer-
tification.

There is not one single law enforcement in-
stitution in Mexico with whom DEA has a
trusting relationship.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW], my
colleague who is in fact the original
proposer of the resolution.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

I ask to speak immediately after one
of the cosponsors of the resolution that
is going to be before the House today,
my friend, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MICA].

I rise in support of this particular
rule. Plain and simple, regardless of

where you come down on the Hastert
amendment, if you want to vote on the
decertification process you must pass
this rule. Otherwise, it is not going to
happen. It is a question of do you just
want to have a sense of the Congress,
business as usual in our war against
drugs, then vote against the rule. It is
that simple.

Now, the fact that we vote for the
rule does not mean that we have to
vote for the Hastert amendment. I have
some very, very serious problems with
the Hastert amendment and in all
probability will vote against it. How-
ever, this is a good rule. I think there
are plenty of good things in the
Hastert amendment, but there are
some things that I would have dropped
out.

I think to put the criticism of the ad-
ministration, even though I think it is
deserved, but I think to put that into
the bill and then ask the Democrats to
vote for it is going to be pretty much
of a tough call.

I think also the question of setting
up a commission should be done by a
separate bill, and I think it should
have moved separately through the
House. But please, if Members feel that
Mexico has not fully cooperated, the
bill says, the certification process says,
that the President certifies that Mex-
ico has cooperated, fully cooperated,
with us, they cannot possibly vote for
certification. Therefore, approve the
rule and vote for the bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BARR].

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
as one of the original cosponsors of the
resolution calling for the decertifica-
tion of Mexico, I rise today in support,
not wholehearted support of this rule
but in support of it nonetheless be-
cause it is important, Mr. Speaker, to
at least take one small step for the
people of this country and let the Gov-
ernment of Mexico know that its days
of getting a free ride and having us
worry more about Mexico’s self-esteem
and our children and drugs on our
streets has, indeed, come.

We have witnessed some rather
strange things during even this pre-
liminary debate on the rule, Mr.
Speaker. We have heard Members call
for a cooling-off period. A cooling-off
period? We have had a cooling-off pe-
riod for several years in this country
which has given us an unprecedented
level of teen drug usage.

We have also witnessed a cooling-off
period in this country over the last few
years that has skyrocketed the amount
of drugs coming into this country, and
not from 134 counties thousands of
miles away but from Mexico itself,
which stands before us today trying to
convince the American people and this
Congress that it is doing everything
that it can to stop that flow. Nothing
could be further from the truth.

We have also heard Members take to
the well of this great body and try to
make us feel guilty about standing up

and saying the time has come to say
that Mexico is not doing everything it
can. Rather than a cooling-off period,
Mr. Speaker, we need to turn up the
heat, and the only way that we can do
that is to stand up and say, Mexico
must be decertified.

There may be circumstances prevail-
ing here that allow for a waiver, but it
must be decertified because, Mr.
Speaker, that is the truth. That re-
flects reality, and it is time to get real
in the fight, in the war against drugs
which this administration has not seen
fit to do.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

There is a serious matter here that is
being discussed, of course. And we are
saying that this rule is unfair. We are
not suggesting that there is not a seri-
ous drug problem, that we have serious
reasons to question the degree to which
we have gotten cooperation, none of
that is under question here.

The question is what is the most rea-
sonable policy to make sure that Mex-
ico will in fact continue to cooperate
with the United States and continue to
do the things necessary to decrease the
flow of drugs into our country.

This is not a fair rule that the major-
ity reported out of the committee.
They rejected the amendment offered
by one of their own Members, a sense
of Congress amendment offered by the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SCHIFF].

I include the Schiff amendment for
the RECORD at this point:

AMENDMENT OFFERED AS A SUBSTITUTE TO
THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENT TO H.J. RES. 58

OFFERED BY MR. SCHIFF OF NEW MEXICO

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted insert the following:
SECTION 1. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) The international drug trade poses a di-

rect threat to the United States and to inter-
national efforts to promote democracy, eco-
nomic stability, human rights, and the rule
of law.

(2) 12,800,000 Americans use illegal drugs
representing all ethnic and socioeconomic
groups, including 1,500,000 cocaine users,
600,000 addicted to heroin, and 9,800,000 smok-
ers of marijuana.

(3) 10.9 percent of all young Americans be-
tween 12 and 17 years of age use illegal drugs,
and 1 in 4 children say they have been offered
drugs in the last year.

(4) Drug-related illness, death, and crime
cost the Nation approximately $66,900,000,000
in 1996, including costs for lost productivity,
premature death, and incarceration.

(5) The effort to reduce the social and eco-
nomic costs imposed by drugs on United
States society is contingent on the ability to
stop drugs at the Nation’s borders and to
forge effective cooperative relationships
with other nations.

(6) According to the Department of State,
Mexico is the source of 20–30 percent of her-
oin, up to 70 percent of the foreign grown
marijuana, and a transit point for 50–70 per-
cent of the cocaine shipped to the United
States.

(7) Drug traffickers along the United
States-Mexico border smuggle about
$10,000,000,000 worth of narcotics into the
United States annually, and the drug trade
generates $30,000,000,000 for the Mexican
economy.
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(8) There has been a failure to take effec-

tive action against drug cartels and other
significant narcotics traffickers in Mexico,
and the Department of State reports that
there has been insufficient effort to confront
the Juarez and Tijuana drug cartels.

(9) The Government of Mexico has to date
failed to honor a single United States extra-
dition request for Mexican nationals indicted
in our courts on charges of narcotics traf-
ficking.

(10) The number of drug seizures in Mexico
in 1996 was only half the number of seizures
in 1993, and the number of drug-related ar-
rests in Mexico in 1996 was only half the
number of such arrests in 1992.

(11) There is evidence of official corruption
in counter-drug efforts in Mexico, including
the recent arrest of General Jesus Gutierrez,
the Government of Mexico’s highest ranking
counter-drug official.

(12) There has been insufficient coordina-
tion between United States and Mexican
drug enforcement agencies, including Mexi-
co’s refusal to allow United States agents to
carry weapons on the Mexican side of the
United States-Mexico border.

(13) The banking and financial sectors in
Mexico lack mechanisms necessary to pre-
vent money laundering, estimated at nearly
$10,000,000,000 in 1996 by the Department of
the Treasury.

(14) The Department of State reports that
Mexico has become a majority money laun-
dering center and the preferred international
placement point for United States dollars.
SEC. 2. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING

EFFORTS BY MEXICO TO STOP THE
PRODUCTION AND TRANSIT OF IL-
LICIT NARCOTICS.

It is the sense of the Congress that—
(1) the Government of Mexico has made in-

effective and insufficient progress to stop
the production and transit of illicit narcotics
or drugs or other controlled substances; and

(2) the President should work with the
Government of Mexico—

(A) to dismantle major drug cartels and to
arrest and prosecute the leaders of such drug
cartels;

(B) to implement effective legislation in
Mexico to prohibit money laundering;

(C) to achieve compliance by Mexico with
outstanding extradition requests by the
United States, particularly compliance with
requests for the extradition of Mexican na-
tionals indicted in the United States on
charges of narcotics trafficking;

(D) to increase the interdiction of narcot-
ics and other controlled substances coming
across the United States-Mexico border;

(E) to increase cooperation between the
Government of Mexico and United States law
enforcement officials by allowing such offi-
cials to resume carrying weapons on the
Mexican side of the United States-Mexico
border; and

(F) to establish and carry out a program
designed to identify and eliminate public
corruption, and to prosecute officials who
are involved in such corruption, at every
level of the Government of Mexico, including
the Mexican police and military.

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS RESOLUTION ON
MEXICO CERTIFICATION

Whereas, the international drug trade
poses a direct threat to the United States
and to international efforts to promote de-
mocracy, economic stability, human rights,
and the rule of law; and,

Whereas, 12.8 million Americans use illegal
drugs representing all ethnic and socio-
economic groups including, 1.5 million co-
caine users, 600,000 addicted to heroin, and
9.8 million smokers of marijuana; and,

Whereas, 10.9 percent of all young Ameri-
cans between twelve and seventeen years of

age use illegal drugs; and, one in four chil-
dren say they have been offered drugs in the
last year,

Whereas, drug-related illness, death, and
crime cost the nation approximately $66.9
billion in 1996 including costs for lost produc-
tivity, premature death, and incarceration;
and,

Whereas, the effort to reduce the social
and economic costs imposed by drugs on U.S.
society is contingent on the ability to stop
drugs at the nation’s borders and to forge ef-
fective cooperative relationships with other
nations, and,

Whereas, according to the U.S. State De-
partment, Mexico is the source of 20–30% of
heroin, up to 70% of the foreign grown mari-
juana, and transit point for 50–70% of the co-
caine shipped to the United States; and,

Whereas, drug traffickers along the U.S.-
Mexico border smuggle about $10 billion
worth of narcotics into the United States an-
nually; and the drug trade generates $30 bil-
lion for the Mexican economy,

Whereas, there has been a failure to take
effective action against drug cartels and
other significant narcotics traffickers in
Mexico, and the U.S. State Department re-
ports that there has been insufficient effort
to confront the Juarez and Tijuana Drug
Cartels; and,

Whereas, the number of drug seizures in
Mexico in 1996 was only half the number of
seizures in 1993, and the number of drug-re-
lated arrests in Mexico in 1996 was only half
the number of such arrests in 1992; and,

Whereas, there is evidence of official cor-
ruption in counter-drug efforts in Mexico; in-
cluding the recent arrest of General Jesus
Gutierrez, the Government of Mexico’s high-
est-ranking, counter-drug official; and,

Whereas, there has been insufficient co-
ordination between U.S. and Mexican drug
enforcement agencies, including Mexico’s re-
fusal to allow U.S. agents to carry weapons
on the Mexico side of the United States bor-
der with Mexico; and

Whereas, the banking and financial sectors
in Mexico lack mechanisms necessary to pre-
vent money laundering, estimated at nearly
$10 billion in 1996 by the U.S. Department of
the * * *.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, the com-
mittee did not give us a reasonable se-
ries of choices. What they presented
was the bill out of the committee, out
of the Committee on International Re-
lations, and then their own substitute,
a Republican crafted substitute in
which they took great pains to criti-
cize the President of the United States.

There are Members on their own side
of the aisle, on their side of the aisle
who do not agree with this position. We
should have had a range of choices.
There should have been a sense of Con-
gress alternative offer. That is clearly
what is going to be done in the other
body. That is clearly what is being pre-
sented by the Senator from my State,
a member of their own party, Senator
HUTCHISON. That is what the Senate
perhaps will vote on soon. Yet they
deny us the right to vote on that op-
tion in the House of Representatives.

I would urge that the House vote no
on this rule, send this back to the Com-
mittee on Rules so that a fair rule may
be crafted on this most controversial
and most delicate matter of relation-
ships between us and our neighbor to
the south, Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, we all know that the
war on drugs is not a partisan matter.
It is going to take the full cooperation
of all of us in this country and all our
friends and allies around the world
that are involved. And that, of course,
includes Mexico.

The issue today is the question of
certification and the facts are very
simple. As ranking member of the
Committee on International Relations,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM-
ILTON] said yesterday, There is just
simply no possible way that you can
come to a rational conclusion that we
can possibly certify Mexico as being
fully cooperative in the efforts that we
are taking together on the war on
drugs.
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I think that is very strong. I respect
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM-
ILTON], I always have, and I am glad to
find myself in agreement with him on
this conclusion.

I think that under Chairman GIL-
MAN’S leadership that HIRC has
brought forward a very good resolu-
tion. I think the Hastert amendment
adds to it in a positive way by giving
us some specific matters that we wish
to set out in areas that we will meas-
ure in terms of cooperation from the
Mexican Government as well as it
brings into question, can we do better
than the certification process that we
are using now? I believe the answer is
yes, we certainly can do better than
the process we have now, and I think
the key word here is together with
Mexico we can make a huge dent in the
war on drugs. That is why I strongly
urge passage of this rule and passage of
the resolution and the Hastert amend-
ment as well.

I would point out that the Schiff
amendment is a sense of Congress and
does not address the specific issues
that we are talking about in the
Hastert amendment nor does it get to
the question of overcoming the Presi-
dent’s certification situation that he
has left us with today.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

FOLEY). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 213, nays
209, not voting 10, as follows:
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[Roll No. 45]

YEAS—213

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest

Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King (NY)
Klug
Knollenberg
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
Meek
Metcalf
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley

Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—209

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher

Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Dellums

Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton

Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo

Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—10

Clayton
Cooksey
Cox
Delahunt

Etheridge
Hutchinson
Kaptur
Kingston

McIntyre
Price (NC)
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Messrs. CUMMINGS, WISE, DEL-
LUMS, SAM JOHNSON of Texas,
UPTON, and BONILLA changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. SHAYS, CHRISTENSEN, and
LEACH changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’
to ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. SKEEN changed his vote from
‘‘present’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut and
Mr. PAUL changed their vote from
‘‘present’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, offi-
cial business off the Hill kept me de-
tained during the vote on House Reso-
lution 95, the rule accompanying House
Joint Resolution 58. Had I been present
for this vote—rollcall No. 45—I would
have voted aye.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 95, I call up the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 58) dis-
approving the certification of the
President under section 490(b) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 regard-
ing foreign assistance for Mexico dur-
ing fiscal year 1997, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Pursuant to House Resolution
95, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN] and the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HAMILTON] each will control 1
hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. BECERRA] be per-
mitted to control 30 minutes of my de-
bate time, and that he be permitted to
yield that time at his discretion.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, the mi-
nority is pleased to yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BECERRA], and I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman be permitted
to yield that time at his discretion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HAMILTON]
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN]?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.

FOLEY]. The gentleman from California
[Mr. BECERRA] will control 35 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Joint Resolution 58.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, this resolution, House

Joint Resolution 58, expresses congres-
sional disapproval of the President’s
February 28, 1997, certification to Con-
gress that Mexico has fully cooperated
with our Nation’s antinarcotics efforts
during the past year. I am pleased to be
joined by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SHAW] in support of our substitute
to his original bill, which did not con-
tain any waiver of imposition of sanc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, the issue before today is
nothing less than a matter of vital U.S.
national interest, dealing directly with
the well-being of our Nation’s children
and their future. It is not about the
value of the peso nor the health of the
Mexican economy nor the status of dip-
lomatic relations between our two na-
tions. These critical issues, while ex-
tremely important, must not override
the importance of fighting drugs in our
bilateral relations.

The importance of Mexico’s coopera-
tion with our antidrug efforts cannot
be overstated, Mr. Speaker. In the past
4 years, drug use among American
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teenagers has nearly doubled. It has
been estimated that 60 percent of our
Nation’s illegal drugs entering our
country come from Mexico. The soci-
etal costs for the impact of these illicit
drugs and the drug-related crime, in-
carceration, health care, among other
costs, is staggering, in the billions of
dollars.

The President unwisely certified that
Mexico has fully cooperated with our
antinarcotics efforts, but the facts
show the opposite.

Last month, the Mexican equivalent
of our DEA administrator, General
Gutierrez, was arrested for conspiring
with Mexico’s largest drug cartel. Only
4 hours after President Clinton cer-
tified Mexico’s cooperation, the police
allowed a top money launderer to walk
out of custody as a free man. Mexico
withheld that revelation from our offi-
cials with whom they were supposed to
be fully cooperating.

Drug cartels have penetrated the
highest level of Mexico’s antinarcotics
law enforcement agencies. Our own
DEA Administrator, Mr. Constantine
admits, ‘‘There is not one single law
enforcement institution in Mexico with
whom DEA has an entirely trusting re-
lationship.’’ Mr. Speaker, such a rela-
tionship is absolutely essential.

Tom Constantine of DEA, according
to newspaper accounts, also states that
the damage from this most recent
Mexican law enforcement scandal to
our war on drugs appears to be worse
than that done by the United States
spy, Aldrich Ames.

The New York Times editorial of
March 12 on this issue of drug-related
corruption said, ‘‘Unless Mexican
President Zedilla attacks these prob-
lems boldly by initiating a thorough
housecleaning of corrupt officials, Con-
gress should override Mexico’s certifi-
cation.’’ That is the New York Times
March 12 editorial.

The administration’s statement that
the prompt arrest of General Gutierrez,
the head of their DEA, demonstrates
Mexico’s full cooperation on drugs is
sadly analogous to a young man who
attempts murder on his parents and
throws himself on the mercy of the
courts, since he is now an orphan.

The resolution before us is simple. It
gives Mexico’s drug cooperation a fail-
ing grade instead of the President’s
passing grade. Not only are we chang-
ing Mexico’s grade on drugs, we are
also sending a message to this adminis-
tration that its international narcotics
control strategy is sadly lacking.

In addition, based upon our experi-
ence last year when Colombian decerti-
fication unintentionally cut off key
antidrug support, this resolution gives
the President the authority to con-
tinue United States assistance to Mex-
ico, particularly military assistance,
which is likely our last best hope down
there if he certifies it is in our vital na-
tional interests.

We have already provided 20 excess
Vietnam era Huey helicopters to the
Mexican military to fight drugs along

our common border and 53 more will
soon follow. To suspend FMS assist-
ance and IMET training for the Mexi-
can military now would be counter-
productive and render this excess mili-
tary equipment useless, and that is
why we reiterated the waiver.

The strong 27 to 5 vote in our Com-
mittee on International Relations vote
on March 6 in support of this resolu-
tion was evidence of the strong biparti-
san sentiment against the President’s
ill-advised determination of Mexico’s
real performance in fighting drugs.

Mr. Speaker, I submit to my col-
leagues that the President made the
wrong decision, and this resolution will
help us set the record straight, while
preserving appropriate assistance and
stability in our relations with the Gov-
ernment of Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to a good friend, the distin-
guished gentleman from California
[Mr. LANTOS].

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this ill-conceived piece of legis-
lation and in strong support of the po-
sition of the President of the United
States.

Mr. Chairman, it is important that
we keep this issue in perspective. The
drug problem is an American problem.
It is our problem. It is a demand-driven
issue. If there were no demand for
drugs in the United States, the drug
lords in Mexico and elsewhere would
not be able to sell their products.

Now, it is very easy to vote against
Mexico. It is very easy to decertify.
But our question should be what can
we do to most effectively help the fight
against illegal drugs?

Passing this ill-conceived legislation
will make the Mexican Government
less likely to cooperate with us, and it
will make the Mexican people justifi-
ably outraged.

There are far too many courageous
Mexican policemen, soldiers, judges,
journalists, government officials who
have lost their lives in the fight
against the drug lords. It is an insult to
them to attempt to decertify this Gov-
ernment, which has given us better co-
operation than we have ever had from
Mexico.

Mr. Chairman, we all understand
that the cases of corruption in Mexico
are appalling. We understand that
there are high-level people who have
been paid off, and not all of them are as
yet imprisoned. But do we decertify the
New York City Police Department
when there is corruption? Do we decer-
tify the FBI or the CIA when there is
corruption and even the sale of our na-
tional secrets?

Mr. Chairman, this legislation today
has much more to do with political
posturing than with helping fight the
drug war. There are no negative politi-
cal consequences for Members in this
House from insulting the Government
of Mexico.

Last November, the American people
made it clear that they want a biparti-
san approach to solving the drug prob-
lem. This resolution and its amend-
ment is an insult to the President. The
President clearly understands that
Mexico’s record is far from perfect, but
it is better than it has been, and it is
critical that this Mexican Government
work with us in fighting against illegal
drugs.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my col-
leagues to oppose this resolution.

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I support the commit-
tee-reported version of House Joint
Resolution 58. Let me briefly explain
what that language does. It dis-
approves the President’s decision to
certify that results in the decertifica-
tion of Mexico. It permits the Presi-
dent, however, to waive the sanctions
associated with decertification if he de-
termines it is in the vital national in-
terests of the United States to do so.

Mr. Speaker, we are confronted here
with the application of a law which
this Chamber passed. That law requires
Mexico, in order to be certified, to have
fully cooperated with the United
States or to have taken adequate steps
to deal with the narcotics problem.

I simply do not believe that Mexico’s
record over the past year meets the
law’s high standard for full certifi-
cation.

I am quick to acknowledge that the
president here faced a tough decision.
He could certify Mexico as having fully
cooperated, and that is what he did; he
could decertify Mexico, and of course
that raises a lot of difficult foreign pol-
icy problems for the United States and
Mexico; or he could have decertified
but exercised the vital national inter-
est waiver that the law provides.

The President made the judgment
that he would certify Mexico. By so
doing, he found that Mexico had fully
cooperated with the United States in
the fight against drugs.

I disagree with that judgment. I be-
lieve that this decertification-certifi-
cation statute should be repealed. It
forces the President to make a legal as-
sessment without providing adequate
options for the policy dilemma that he
faced. It forces him to make a narrow
judgment about each country at issue.
But, my friends in this Chamber, we do
not have the privilege of ignoring the
law. We may not like the law, and I do
not like the law, but we should not
evade the law. And the law provides
today, the law which most of us in this
Chamber voted for, the law provides
that Mexico must fully cooperate. Not
partially cooperate, not cooperate
more today than it did 2 years ago or 4
years ago. The law provides that they
must fully cooperate, and I do not
think any person can find full coopera-
tion by the Mexican Government in the
fight against drugs. Some cooperation,
yes. Maybe it is better than a year or
2 years ago, but not full cooperation.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot play fast and
loose with the requirements of the law,
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because we are the body that makes
the law.

Now, let me say if you look back over
the past 6 or 7 years, what we have
done again and again and again is to
find that the Mexicans have cooper-
ated, that they have had great success
in combating drugs. Every President
has found that now for 7 or 8 years.

We have been deceiving ourselves. We
would better serve the national inter-
est, in my view, if we spoke the truth
about that cooperation. Some good
things, some bad things, but not full
cooperation. We should speak the
truth, the good and the bad, and we
should apply the law. We should not
evade the law.

Everybody in this Chamber knows
the Mexican record. It does have some
good features. The administration be-
lieves at the very highest levels of the
Mexican Government we are getting
good cooperation today. You go down
each of the major measures of coopera-
tion, corruption, extradition, the task
force, the number of arrests, coopera-
tion on overflight rights and marine
agreements and all of the rest, and you
cannot find cooperation.
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So I believe the best choice here, and
the choices are not easy, is to say that
the Mexicans should be decertified. But
because this relationship with Mexico
is so important, because we understand
that the national interest of the United
States is to stop the flow of drugs into
this country, because we understand
that we are not going to be able to do
that successfully without the coopera-
tion of Mexico, the better thing to do
here is to decertify Mexico because
they have not fully cooperated, because
that is what the statute demands of us,
and then to say, because of the impor-
tance of this relationship and all of its
aspects, we waive, under the national
security waiver, and that is the posi-
tion I think this body should adopt.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL-
TON], our ranking minority member,
for his very strong support of our reso-
lution.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this mo-
ment to respond to the gentleman from
California [Mr. LANTOS] that said if we
did not have demand here at home, we
would not have the problem. Amaz-
ingly, we used to hear that the U.S. de-
mand is a problem when we discussed
this issue with other nations. Not any-
more, as these other nations’ drug use
soars and we see their democratic in-
stitutions corrupted and threatened
from within and destroyed by the drug
barons.

It is even sadder to hear it right here
at home. Sure, we must do something
about demand, and we are. But an un-
limited supply of ever purer, cheaper,
and more addictive drugs also creates
demand. So we must fight this problem
on both the supply and demand side.

But we must recognize that the purer
and additional supplies coming into
our country creates demand, and that
is why we are so concerned about the
lack of cooperation south of our bor-
der.

I would like to note also that the
Governor of California, Mr. Wilson, in
an article in the Washington Times on
March 13 stated, ‘‘Let us stipulate to
the existence of a tragically large mar-
ket for illegal drugs and to our own ob-
ligation to reduce demand for them by
every available means, but the drug
trade is one business in which the
abundant supply creates demand.’’
That is the Washington Times today by
Governor Wilson of California.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN-
TER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HAMILTON], the distinguished chairman
of the committee, for yielding to me,
and also for his leadership in this area.

I would just say to my colleagues
that now is the time to tell the truth.
We have a law which is on the books
that orders us to make a judgment, and
it is time to make that judgment, and
I think that the anecdotal evidence and
the statistical evidence that tells us
that a large part of the drug trade in
Mexico and the drug trade through
Mexico to America’s children is large
segments of the government in Mexico.
The government is heavily involved in
the drug trade.

Now, if we tell that truth, and that is
a truth that is manifested in hundreds
of case files, in hundreds of cases that
are in the possession of the U.S. attor-
neys and are on the front pages, if you
tell that truth, we cannot in good con-
science certify that Mexico has been
cooperative in the war against drugs.

About 10 years ago, Kiki Camerena,
our drug enforcement agent, was mur-
dered in Guadalajara, and Carroll
Quintero, who was later jailed for that
murder, coasted down the runway be-
fore he took off and toasted our DEA
agents with a bottle of champagne as
they tried to stop him at the Guadala-
jara airport, and we said, never again.

We entered a new series of talks with
Mexico and thought we would have a
new bright dawn, a new era. We
thought that that era would rejuve-
nate, when NAFTA was passed, over
the objections of some of us, but that
was supposed to boost cooperation with
respect to the war against drugs, and
that did not work.

Last year, Jefferson Barr was mur-
dered in Texas, and we tried to extra-
dite the killer of Mr. Barr, and Mexico
did not give us any more cooperation
in extraditing that killer than they did
with the killers of Enrique Camerena
10 years earlier.

So I would just say to my colleagues,
we have a duty, and it is a simple duty,
it is an easy duty to discharge, it is a
duty to tell the truth. If we erect that
fiction that somehow they have cooper-
ated with us when we know they have

not, we disserve the people of the Unit-
ed States, we disserve the hard-work-
ing people in Mexico and the people
who have died in Mexico, the good
prosecutors who were assassinated try-
ing to turn this war around, and most
of all, we disserve our children.

There is no interest more important
than our children and their well-being,
and there is no way you can make an
argument that somehow making this
certification helps them.

Please support the bill.
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield

2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. WYNN].

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
ranking member for allowing me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the committee’s bipartisan bill to
decertify Mexico with the waiver. The
fact of the matter is that 75 percent of
the cocaine that comes into the United
States comes from Mexico. Approxi-
mately 25 percent of the heroin that
comes into this country comes from
Mexico.

Now, my point today is not to lam-
bast the Mexican people. They are cer-
tainly fine people. Not to lambast the
Mexican police. Many have given their
lives for this cause. But the fact of the
matter is that the Mexican Govern-
ment has not complied with our law
with respect to full cooperation. That
is American law. We only certify if
there is full cooperation. There is not
full cooperation.

The fact of the matter is that the
Mexican drug czar is in league with
drug cartels. The fact of the matter is
that he lived in a luxury apartment
supplied by a major drug dealer. The
fact of the matter is that our DEA
could not track him because Mexican
officials were tracking them. The fact
of the matter is there are 150 extra-
dition requests still pending in Mexico
where we have requested that they
send drug traffickers back to this coun-
try for prosecution.

I have to say that I am very con-
cerned when I hear people say, well,
this is totally a demand problem. It is
not a demand problem, but it is easy to
wag your finger at poor kids in the
ghettos. It is much harder to take on
official corruption, and that is the dual
standard that I take offense at.

We should not smooth over this inci-
dent. We should say that Mexico has
not cooperated fully. But rather, peo-
ple would like to have harsher pen-
alties on teenagers and mandatory sen-
tences for teenagers. Well, there is a
place for that. But there is also a place
to stand up and say to the Mexican
Government that we expect better per-
formance, we expect a higher standard.

We should not continue to allow busi-
ness as usual. We will never convince
kids in poor communities that we are
serious about fighting the war against
drugs when all they see is us shaking
hands with governments that do busi-
ness with drug dealers.
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Mr. Speaker, I think we can do bet-

ter; I think the committee has pro-
posed a fair policy, which is to decer-
tify with the waiver.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BRADY], a member of our commit-
tee.

Mr. BRADY. Mr. Speaker, today’s
vote is a difficult one. As a Texan, we
share the largest border with Mexico of
any State in the country. Mexico is a
valued friend and a neighbor of Texas
and of the United States. Clearly
America and Mexico have an equal
stake in stopping the sale and use of il-
legal drugs in our countries.

My goal is to support legislation of
the United States that will effectively
and significantly cut off both the sup-
ply and the demand for illegal drugs. I
recognize the strong commitment of
President Zedillo and the stand taken
by individual prosecutors, of judges
and law enforcement officials in Mex-
ico to challenge the powerful drug car-
tels. It is a stand which is often life
threatening, and more than 20 times in
the past year has resulted in torture, in
death, and in assassination for our he-
roic fighters in the international war
on drugs.

But what is even more tragic is that
the leadership of President Zedillo and
the sacrifice of these individuals has
been undone by an all too pervasive
corruption within the Mexican Govern-
ment, within its police force, and with-
in the judiciary. It has been undone by
an estimated $6 billion worth of bribes
from the drug cartels, $6 billion which
General Barry McCaffrey says has se-
verely impaired Mexico’s law enforce-
ment system and, in his words, are ru-
ining cooperative United States-Mex-
ico antidrug operations.

In hearings before our committee
America’s Drug Enforcement Agency
confirms that despite repeated efforts,
no Mexican law enforcement agency
exists today that the United States can
trust, no law enforcement agency with
which the cooperative antidrug oper-
ations can occur without either com-
promising the operation itself or the
agents, honest agents on both sides of
the border, in America and in Mexico.

Now, think about this a minute.
Think about how the lack of a single
law enforcement agency undermines
literally every antidrug initiative our
two countries undertake. Imagine the
likelihood in America. If the FBI, the
Drug Enforcement Agency, every State
police, every law enforcement agency
could not be trusted, no matter the
will of Congress, the will of the Presi-
dent, the chance for success in fighting
drugs in our country would be hopeless.

I respect Mexico too much to over-
look this fatal flaw, and without the
immediate creation of a law enforce-
ment agency we can trust, that both
countries can trust, our successes will
be isolated, our gains temporary, and
our cooperation cosmetic at best.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Georgia [Ms. MCKINNEY].

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, for
years Mexico has served as a gateway
to the United States for drug traffick-
ers. In fact, just 3 weeks ago, Mexico’s
drug czar was arrested on charges that
he took bribes from cocaine dealers.
This was just after he received highly
sensitive information from U.S. offi-
cials detailing our antinarcotic strat-
egy.

Thus, if decertification is what hap-
pens to those who have hurt our efforts
in the drug war, we must not only de-
certify Mexico and Colombia, we must
also decertify our other unreliable
partner in the drug war, the CIA.

Last year the San Jose Mercury
News reported that the CIA has had a
major role in the flow of illegal narcot-
ics from Mexico and other Latin Amer-
ican countries into the United States.
Former financiers of the Nicaraguan
Contras, testifying under oath, admit-
ted that the CIA was an active partici-
pant in the drug trade and then used
the profits to fund covert military op-
erations.

The administration’s decision to cer-
tify Mexico, decertify Colombia, and
sidestep the CIA has made a joke of the
entire certification process. I call on
the administration and Congress to re-
port to the American people what role
the CIA has played in moving drugs in
our country.

While drug dealers are preying on
America’s youth in the inner cities,
millions of dollars are being laundered
in American banks. Our prisons are
brimming over, young people are dying
in the streets, and the message that
the administration sends is that a buck
of trade is worth more than the tears
of our mothers, the deaths of our
brothers, and the shattered lives of too
many American people.
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Some of us have just, quite frankly,
had enough.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ACKERMAN].

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to oppose House Joint Resolu-
tion 58, as well as the amendment to be
offered by the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT], because I
believe the resolution and the amend-
ment send the wrong message to Mex-
ico at a very critical time.

Even with a waiver of the sanctions,
the damage will have already been
done. Clearly the President had and we
have a difficult and unpleasant deci-
sion to make. Mexico has serious prob-
lems, which no one doubts. The arrest
of General Gutierrez-Rebollo, the
former commissioner of the National
Counternarcotics Institute; the release
of Humberto Garcia Abrego, a reputed
money launderer; and the general per-
vasiveness of corruption in Mexico all
indicate the depth of the problem.

At the same time, we must recognize
the circumstances that President
Zedillo and the Mexican Government
face. Mexico is striving to defeat the

narcotraffickers at a time of wrenching
social and political change. It would be
naive to assume that any Mexican
leader could produce the kind of
change we want in a short time and
without enormous effort. So the point
of this process ought to be the meas-
urement of the progress Mexico has
made, not just a regurgitation of the
problems that Mexico has.

A few months ago Mexico had a cor-
rupt drug czar and nobody knew. Two
weeks ago, at a crucial point in the
certification process, President Zedillo
announced that they had arrested their
drug czar for bribery and corruption.
Had their President not taken this
step, we would likely have certified
Mexico without much fuss. Now that
he has, he is rewarded for his courage
with the threat of decertification.

The message here is, do not expose
corrupt officials and do not cooperate
with the United States. Decertification
would have terrible consequences for
our relationship with Mexico and for
the future of our reform efforts. Al-
ready the Mexican Congress has re-
acted badly to the decertification vote
in our Committee on International Re-
lations. With midterm elections com-
ing in July, does anyone think that
Mexican politicians who advocate clos-
er ties with the United States will not
pay a price? How would a Mexican Con-
gress that we cause to be hostile to the
United States help us in the fight
against drugs?

And lastly, decertifying Mexico
would tell the financial markets that
there is greater investment risk, which
would lead to higher borrowing costs,
higher inflation, lower growth, under-
mining the economic recovery that
benefits us as well as Mexico.

I believe that the better message to
send would be to certify Mexico and
continue to work with President
Zedillo to reduce the flow of drugs into
the United States. It is just common
sense.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE].

(Mr. KOLBE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk about House Joint Reso-
lution 58. While I will not support it on
final passage, I do intend to vote for
the Hastert amendment to it.

Let me begin by saying that I have
grave concerns about the whole decer-
tification process and whether we
should be acting to decertify any coun-
try. But I do think that the Hastert
amendment represents a real com-
promise. It is a good-faith effort to try
to make the process work better. It
stays decertification for 90 days, and it
gives the United States and Mexican
Governments and diplomatic people
time to work on resolving some of the
common problems we have.

I am not very optimistic about reach-
ing agreement on those, given the glare
of this amendment—of this bill—by
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putting people under the gun. But I do
think it is a much better solution than
full and immediate decertification.

Mr. Speaker, I think everyone in this
Congress and everyone in this country
wants the same thing. We want the
eradication of the poison of narcotics
and the scourge of them in our society.
And I think everybody agrees we are
losing this battle. In the last 4 years
we have seen drug use double. We have
seen that happen after a 12-year decline
in drug use by adolescents. Over the
past 3 years, 227 agent positions have
been eliminated by the administration
from the Drug Enforcement Agency.
That is 227 fewer agents at a time when
drug use among our youth is increas-
ing.

I represent a district in Arizona
along the border. Because we share this
common border with Mexico, we see it;
we are right on the front lines of this
drug war. I can tell the Members from
experience, we need more DEA agents,
not less. We have to get the support we
need on the front lines, and we need it
today.

Yes, there is a problem of coopera-
tion with Mexico. We saw that the
Mexican drug czar, Gutierrez-Rebollo,
was arrested recently. It shows the
deep roots of corruption in Mexico. We
want to see more progress in this area.
But I do not think decertification is
the solution. In fact, it is a big part of
the problem. Rather than enhancing
international cooperation with our
neighbors, the process has a boomerang
effect. It results in a further deteriora-
tion in our international relations.

Like it or not, deterioration of our
bilateral relations spills over into co-
operation or lack of cooperation in a
number of other areas, including drug
control. I think the Hastert amend-
ment, while representing a com-
promise, is likely to prove this out
when we come to negotiations on these
specific issues.

The conditions placed on Mexico puts
them in an almost impossible political
situation. If progress is made in the six
specified areas, it will be seen in Mex-
ico as kowtowing to the will of the
United States. Such a perception puts
all reform-minded politicians in Mex-
ico in a box. Even if they want to meet
the conditions, it will be politically
impossible for them to do so, and re-
member they have elections in just 90
days there.

Mexico is a proud country. Some
might even say it is a nationalistic
country. There is a saying in Mexico:
Every time the United States sneezes,
Mexico gets the flu. There is no ques-
tion that today’s vote is going to have
an impact on Mexico and our coopera-
tive efforts to stop narcotics traffick-
ing. Let me tell the Members, I think
it is going to have an adverse impact.
That is why, in the end, I will vote
against the bill on final passage.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK].

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, Members are looking at
a desperate woman, a woman who is
worried and distressed by what I see
going on in our country. I have been
elected to do something about this
problem. I have tried my very best. It
has pretty much gone on ears who do
not realize what is happening in the
inner cities of this community, the
community of this world of ours.

I applaud the efforts that have been
made by the Clinton administration,
the drug czar. I applaud what Mexico
has done. But I say to the Members, it
is not enough. It is just not enough.
The cooperation, the safeguards and
all, have not been enough. Mexico has
not fully cooperated. They have co-
operated, but not fully.

Therefore, I beg this Congress to vote
‘‘yes’’ on decertifying Mexico so the
message will be taken that until they
straighten up and fly right, we are
going to stop the flow of drugs coming
into our communities. My constituents
say to me, CARRIE MEEK, why can’t you
do something to stop the drugs coming
into inner cities, into the housing
projects, killing our senior citizens,
killing our children? Why? Why can’t
you do something? We know, they say
to me, that this can be stopped. What-
ever the Government wants to stop,
they have the resources to stop.

So as much as I would like to help
Mexico and all other countries, now we
have to save our children, Mr. Speaker.
It is just that desperate. We have got
to take desperate action. We can no
longer say, let us equivocate and try to
help. I do not want to help anymore. I
want some action. I want to see that
the crimes committed in my commu-
nity by addicts who are selling drugs
that were dropped off, and remember,
drugs are not brought into the black
community by the store, they are
brought there by people who are mak-
ing a living out of this. There is a
trade. There is trafficking.

Let us take some drastic action, Mr.
Speaker, and see if we can call on this
country to stop the flow of drugs by de-
certifying Mexico or any other country
that is assisting this traffic.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan, Mr. BART
STUPAK.

(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, when I
came down here I was going to speak
about extradition and the concerns I
have, but as I have listened to the de-
bate, what has gone on here, being a
former law enforcement officer for 12
years, I want to tell the Members a lit-
tle what I see here.

What I see here today is everybody
pointing fingers. Everyone is saying
this person is corrupt, that person is no
good, this policy is wrong. Mr. Speak-
er, if we take a look at it from a law

enforcement point of view, they are
probably very cynical about what is
going on here. They are probably very
frustrated about what they see in the
U.S. Congress.

We cannot be changing policy every 2
years and expect to win a drug war. It
is going to take more than 2 years; it is
going to take more than 5 years. It is
going to take more than 6 or 7 years.
From a law enforcement point of view,
we cannot be fighting a war on drugs or
crime in the United States if we are
changing policy.

We are going to have an amendment
later today, the Hastert amendment,
which basically condemns the adminis-
tration. In 1993 the administration put
forth a crime bill. I did not agree with
all of it, but it passed. It became the
law of the land. So what happened in
1995? We tried to repeal it. What is
going to happen in 1997? We are going
to try to repeal it again. What happens
in 2000? We will have a new President
and they come with a new drug policy,
a new drug war, a new get tough on
crime.

Mr. Speaker, if we are serious about
fighting drugs, whether it is here in the
United States or abroad, we must have
a sustained policy. By sustained I mean
more than 2 years, more than the next
election. I know it is not politically ex-
pedient, but I ask Members to look at
the long-term effect of what we are
doing here. It is going to take more
than 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that as we
vote today, I would hope we would all
recognize there is no magic bullet in
the war against drugs. If there was, we
would have recognized it by now and
we would not have a drug problem here
in the United States. I would hope that
we take a look at what is going on,
that we set a course, a policy, and
stick to it more than the next election,
longer than the next Presidential term,
but look at it over the long haul and
put our resources and our investments
in education, in economic opportuni-
ties for everyone, and in working with
our partners abroad to fight the drug
war.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think Mexico
has been there, but let us take a bigger
view. Let us take a broader view of this
whole thing. Again, from the law en-
forcement point of view, we are not
helping any of us by changing policy
every 2 years. The poor ATF agent, the
CIA, DEA, ATF, the Customs, the Se-
cret Service, they do not know if they
are on foot or horseback, because we
keep changing policy. We share some
responsibility here.

Before we all point fingers, I hope we
would just at least look at what we are
doing. I implore the Members to put
forth a long-term policy, more than
one election’s worth.

Mr. Speaker, as we debate whether to dis-
approve the certification of Mexico as fully co-
operating in antinarcotics efforts I feel com-
pelled to voice my concerns on a related mat-
ter, the extradition of criminals to the United
States from Mexico.
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Although I am pleased by recent State De-

partment reports suggesting improvements
have been made regarding Mexico’s compli-
ance to extradition agreements, I am still ex-
tremely concerned with the low number of ex-
traditions being fully carried out. There are
currently 110 pending extraditions that the
United States Government has requested from
Mexico. Fifty-two of these requests are related
to drug trafficking.

I am most concerned with Mexico’s lack of
willingness to extradite Mexican nationals. The
Mexican Constitution prohibits extradition of
Mexican nationals except under ‘‘extraordinary
circumstances.’’ Mr. Speaker, no Mexican na-
tional has ever been extradited to the United
States.

In September of last year, Mexico’s Presi-
dent Zedillo delivered his State-of-the-Nation
address. In this address, he emphasized the
need for a ‘‘new culture of respect’’ for law
and law enforcement officials in order to fight
crime. We need more than just words to foster
an atmosphere of respect. By continuing to
allow these criminals freedom from extradition,
Mexico is actually endorsing criminal activity.
Until the Mexican Government fully follows
through with their promises to extradite crimi-
nals, a culture of respect will not be possible.

I am truly hopeful that recently held talks
between U.S. drug czar Barry McCaffrey and
President Zedillo which did address this prob-
lem, will result in drastic improvements in the
area of extradition. I am aware that President
Zedillo’s administration has made tremendous
strides. Before President Zedillo’s administra-
tion we never saw any extradition from Mex-
ico, but in 1995 we saw 5, and in 1996 we
saw 13.

If we vote to decertify, there is no reason to
believe Mexico will continue on their path of
progress, or that we will ever see an extra-
dition of a Mexican national. Although the
Mexican Government is far from where it
should be, we cannot ignore, and should ac-
knowledge the progress they have made. It is
because of this progress that I will vote
against House Joint Resolution 58.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT].

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the bipartisan resolu-
tion, and I commend our distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN] for his strong lead-
ership in this area.

As my colleagues know, our Nation’s
chief drug enforcement officer on Feb-
ruary 25 said, ‘‘There is not one single
law enforcement institution in Mexico
with whom the DEA has an entirely
trusting relationship.’’ Yet on Feb-
ruary 28, just 3 days later, President
Clinton determined that Mexico has
cooperated fully with the United
States in the war against drugs.

Finding that determination incred-
ible, I asked a DEA official at a hearing
last week if in fact his drug-fighting
agency could cooperate in fighting
against drugs in this country when
there has not been full cooperation,
and when we cannot fully trust and de-
pend upon that particular country and

the agencies there. He said absolutely
not.

We have a serious drug problem in
this country, and as the gentleman
from California [Mr. LANTOS] in com-
mittee and I and many others recog-
nize, we in this country certainly share
some of the blame. There is a demand
from this country, and we have to fight
against that demand coming from this
country. But we must also understand
that the demand within our own bor-
ders is so much easier to satisfy be-
cause of the tremendous amount of
narcotics flowing across the borders
from Mexico.

The State Department, the very
agency that is defending President
Clinton’s decision to certify here on
Capitol Hill, reports to us that approxi-
mately 80 percent of the marijuana en-
tering this country comes through
Mexico, 70 percent of the cocaine, 30
percent of the heroin. We have learned
Mexico now dominates the meth-
amphetamine market. Yet in recent
days President Clinton has stepped up
his efforts to uphold his determination
that Mexico is fully cooperating in the
war against drugs.

That, I believe, sends a very bad mes-
sage to the American people, Mr.
Speaker, and it sends a bad message to
Mexico as well. Mr. Speaker, some of
those who oppose this resolution main-
tain that decertification of Mexico will
lead to destabilization of Mexico. I dis-
agree. In fact, I agree with the New
York Times, a paper I do not always
agree with. They say that decertifica-
tion is certainly something we have to
consider.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. RANGEL],
the ranking member of the Committee
on Ways and Means.
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Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is iron-
ic that 25 years ago we had the same
debate, and Mexico was cooperating
then. We have had any number of dec-
larations of war, and yet it seems as
though we send the DEA, we send so
many people over there, not with the
bullets and the resources even to at-
tempt to negotiate a truce as the situa-
tion worsens.

How ironic, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN] over there and me
over here having drafted the bill on
which we are working today; and I
think everyone is saying, it just does
not work. For those that join with the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL-
TON] and some on the other side to say,
let us get out of the business of certifi-
cation, let me join. It was a good-faith
effort. I thought war meant war. But I
do not throw sand in people’s faces un-
less I am prepared to bury them.

There is no sense running around in-
sulting people and threatening people
if you do not intend to do anything.
With all the wars that we have had,
one office has never been on our side in
the war, and that is Secretary of State,

no matter whether it was a Democrat
or Republican administration.

I am on the Committee on Ways and
Means. I have negotiated with them on
the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. Do my colleagues think we
might be able to talk about drugs when
we are talking about this historic trea-
ty? No, the State Department says,
that is apples and oranges. The Trade
Representative said: You cannot insult
the Mexicans in talking about drugs
when you are talking about legitimate
trade.

So now we have sanctions here. I tell
my colleagues who is going to get the
sanctions: Cuba, Iran, Syria, Afghani-
stan, any country that does not matter
to us as it relates to trade or diplo-
matic relationships. So what have we
done? We have just embarrassed our-
selves. Now we are just dealing with
the sensitivities of the offending na-
tions. I do not think a Nation as great
as ours should be shaking their finger
at the people on the other side of the
border where they know, if we have the
decertification or not, nothing, nothing
is going to change.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Guam
[Mr. UNDERWOOD].

(Mr. UNDERWOOD asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding me this time.

I rise in opposition to House Joint
Resolution 58 and in support of Mexi-
co’s certification as an ally in our war
on drugs. We should not see the Gov-
ernment of Mexico as our enemy on the
war on drugs but as our most impor-
tant ally. This is a pivotal issue gov-
erning our relations with one another.
If we take steps to counter the Presi-
dent’s decision to recertify Mexico, we
will reverse the progress that we have
made, even limited progress.

The Mexican Government has made
significant steps in their own internal
efforts to curb trafficking of illegal
drugs. President Zedillo’s administra-
tion has been engaged in a campaign to
reform the judicial system and crack
down on government corruption. Some
of our colleagues have cited the occur-
rences of corruption amongst high-
level Mexican officials charged with
drug trafficking crimes and other such
activities as the basis for decertifica-
tion.

However, the record demonstrates
that the Mexican Government has the
political will to purge such characters
from its system and that the prepon-
derance of the officials risk their lives
and work hard to cooperate on the war
on drugs. We need to show our con-
fidence and support of our allies and
our friends in Mexico’s resolve to
counter this internal problem, and we
do not do that by slapping Mexico
around.

The drug problem runs deeper than
the certification and decertification of
countries as our allies in the war
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against drugs. As long as there are
large numbers of drug consumers in
our country, the dealers will have
great incentives to seek other routes to
bring the drugs in. If they do not bring
it through Mexico, and I know this
from representing an island thousands
of miles from Mexico, they certainly
will bring it in from other countries.
We need to remember that, as long as
we have this social scourge in our
midst, we will continue to have prob-
lems regardless of what happens in
Mexico.

We must continue our joint efforts
and expand on the progress we have al-
ready made and not be caught up in a
short-sighted, bad neighbor policy with
one of our friends and closest neigh-
bors.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MICA].

(Mr. MICA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, this is a his-
toric vote. In fact, this is the first time
in the history of the House of Rep-
resentatives that we have voted to de-
certify a nation. It is our duty under
the Constitution to protect our citizens
against all enemies foreign and domes-
tic, but I submit to my colleagues that
our Nation, our way of life, and our
children’s future are in fact under at-
tack by the scourge of drugs that are
entering our lands.

If Mexico were to lob missiles across
our border, they could not do as much
damage as they have done in expedit-
ing the flow of drugs into our Nation. I
know Mexico is our friend and neigh-
bor, but friends are not accomplices in
the painful deaths of our children.
Neighbors do not turn away when
crime is committed in their backyard.
This is the headline from my paper. It
has been said by those who support cer-
tification of Mexico that we may en-
danger United States trade and busi-
ness. To that argument one must ask,
can we ignore the slaughter on our
streets for the sake of a few dollars on
Wall Street? Tens of thousands of
Americans have lost their lives as Mex-
ico has reached the status of a narco
capital of the world.

What has Mexico done to deserve cer-
tification? You heard the statistics.
The cocaine, 70 percent of all the co-
caine. I submit to my colleagues that a
few years ago there was hardly a blip of
cocaine coming through. They do not
even produce 1 ounce of cocaine in
Mexico, and it is coming in, 70 percent,
destroying us. Heroin, marijuana, tons
of metamphetamines. So my col-
leagues, I ask, just take a few minutes,
look at the facts. It is our responsibil-
ity and duty under the laws of this Na-
tion, under the Constitution to pass
this certification and decertify Mexico.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Barrett].

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of the

measure that came out of the commit-
tee that decertifies Mexico and gives a
vital national security interest. The
issue today is not whether we like Mex-
ico or whether we like the Mexican
Government. The issue today is wheth-
er Mexico has fully cooperated with us
in trying to stop the inflow of drugs
into this country.

I do not see how there is a person in
this room who can say they have fully
cooperated when the fact is 70 percent
of the cocaine in this country today
has come through Mexico. I am sen-
sitive to the concerns of offending Mex-
ico. But it is also a reality that, if we
were going to offend them, if we were
going to cause economic damage to
them, we would not give them a vital
national security interest.

All we are doing today is stating the
obvious. The obvious is Mexico has not
fully cooperated with us. But I am also
sensitive to the young men and women
in the district I represent in the inner
city of Milwaukee who come to me and
say: This Government is not serious
about the war on drugs; because if this
Government were serious about the
war on drugs, they would be doing
more to stop the drugs from coming
into this country. There are many peo-
ple in my district who think that the
Government is part and parcel of this
entire scheme. And we have to be sen-
sitive to them and we have to do what
we can to send the message that we do
not want those drugs in inner cities.
We also have to look at this issue in re-
lation to the jobs that have left this
country.

When I look at the people in my dis-
trict, I see many jobs that have now
gone to Mexico. What do we get in re-
turn? Cocaine on our streets. It is time
that the companies that have moved
their jobs to Mexico start putting more
pressure on the Mexican Government
as well. Yes, there is corruption in the
Mexican police force. Part of the cor-
ruption is due to the fact that they are
not paid enough. But you have corpora-
tions that have moved down to Mexico
to reap huge profits, and they are not
paying to increase the professional na-
ture of the Mexican police force.

That is how we are going to end the
corruption in the police force in Mex-
ico. But to stand here today and say
that there has been full cooperation
simply belies reality. We have to recog-
nize what is going on, and we have to
send the message that we want full co-
operation.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BENTSEN].

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

While I agree with some of what my
colleague from Wisconsin just spoke
about, I have to say this is an emo-
tional resolution. This is from the
heart and not from the head. That is
what the problem is that we are deal-
ing with today.

There is no question we are all frus-
trated with Mexico. We are frustrated

that they have not made the progress
that we want them to make. But if we
look at Mexico in this last century,
they are a changed country. They have
made progress. They are moving from a
one-party dictatorship to a multiparty
democracy. For those of us who have
lived along the border, those of us who
have traveled and studied in Mexico,
the change has been tremendous.

This resolution does not move us for-
ward. It moves us backward. Yes, we do
not want more drugs on our streets, we
want the Mexicans to do more, but we
want to engage the Mexicans to do
more. We do not want to push them
back into that corner, and that is what
this resolution would do. It would do it
in a number of ways. First, we would
be thumbing our nose at them. Second,
we would be undercutting them in the
financial markets throughout the
world. We want to maintain confidence
in the Mexican economy and stabilize
the peso so it does not continue to de-
value against the dollar so it does not
create more exports into the United
States but creates more exports back
into Mexico.

We want to build up their economy
so they have a strong middle class, so
they can pay the police officers, pay
the military officers, fight off the drug
dealers, just like we need to do here in
our own country. This resolution takes
us in the wrong direction for doing it.
Why should we undercut the Zedillo
government when it is the really true
reform government that is in there try-
ing to make these changes? That does
not make any sense whatsoever.

Now, I appreciate that we want to try
and do things. I appreciate that we
want to try and move them, but we are
not going to do it with this resolution.
It is in the wrong direction. It is wrong
headed. It will not solve the problems
with Mexico. It will not belie the fact
that we will tomorrow, after we pass
this, continue to share a 2000-mile bor-
der. They will continue to be our third
largest trading partner. They will con-
tinue to trade with every State here.

Let us not make this mistake today
because of emotions. Let us do what is
right.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. BARR].

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the distinguished chairman for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, the only thing perhaps
more troubling than this administra-
tion’s lack of a true drug strategy is
the inconsistency of its policies with
which it seeks to carry out a nonstrat-
egy.

We are certifying or this administra-
tion is seeking to certify Mexico say-
ing they are an A No. 1 full-fledged co-
operating partner in the war against
drugs, and we are decertifying Colom-
bia which although it has its problems,
I think over the course of the last year
during which it has been forced to
work under the disability of decerti-
fication, has made progress.
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That is one reason, to bring a little

bit more consistency back, that I have
introduced a bill, with a number of
other very distinguished proponents of
consistency in our foreign policies and
in our drug policies, that would con-
tinue the decertification against Co-
lombia but grant a very important
waiver.

Let us talk very briefly about what
the debate today concerning Mexico is
about and what it is not about. It is
not about building up Mexico’s self-es-
teem. It is not about NAFTA. It is not
about loans to prop up Mexico’s econ-
omy. It is not about interfering in a
sovereign state.

What we are talking about here is
placing limitations on what we are giv-
ing to Mexico. That is not interfering
in anybody’s sovereignty. There is no
way, Mr. Speaker, that when one looks
at Mexico’s sorry, sorry record in the
war against drugs that one can reach
any conclusion other than the fact that
they are not a full-fledged A No. 1,
fully cooperating partner in the war
against drugs. And to claim that is to
lose whatever shred of credibility this
administration might have or might
have able to salvage in the war against
drugs.

Mexico does not deserve the impri-
matur of a certified country in the war
against drugs, and we are not going to
do anything whatsoever to get it to get
its own House in order by certifying it
and say that what you are doing is just
fine with us, keep on giving us more of
the same.

Those who say, what would decerti-
fication get us, are asking the wrong
question. We must ask, what has cer-
tification gotten us. Nothing.

At least it is time to stand up and do
something, Mr. Speaker. I urge support
for the resolution.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. JEFFER-
SON].

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to oppose the administration’s
certification of Mexico as a country co-
operating in the war on drugs and to
support the bipartisan committee ver-
sion of House Joint Resolution 58.

Mr. Speaker, my State, Louisiana, is
being overrun by drug traffic from
Mexico. And my city, New Orleans, is
fighting the reputation as the murder
capital of our Nation, largely because
drugs entering Louisiana from Mexico
are driving a spiraling crime rate. Drug
merchants battling over drug money
and drug turf are killing each other on
the streets of our city and across
America, often catching innocent citi-
zens, even our children, in the cross-
fire.

Mr. Speaker, I recognize that because
Mexico has been a traditional political
and economic ally, it is difficult to now
declare that it is not an ally with us in
our war against drugs. But the issue
here is not politics or the economy.
The issue is, how do we find a way to
close the floodgates out of Mexico

through which the vast majority of
marijuana and cocaine and a large per-
centage of the heroin flow into our
country.
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I am not sure how effective our
present certification policy is to ad-
dress this question. I do not know if its
inflexible requirement of a pass/fail
grade, an A or an F is preferable to a
multitiered grading system. And I am
far from certain that it makes sense
for us to have a certification policy
that cuts off antidrug support to coun-
tries with the poorest drug fighting
records, ensuring that they will do
even less, and that punishes the inno-
cent citizens of the decertified coun-
tries through the imposition of sanc-
tions that cut off international mone-
tary assistance to their countries while
leaving drug kingpins in these coun-
tries unaffected and free to continue
their illegal drug enterprises.

I do not know, therefore, Mr. Speak-
er, if we would not be better off to
scrap the entire approach of the decer-
tification process and replace it with a
law better designed to achieve a more
targeted campaign against drug impor-
tation.

But this I do know. So long as we
have our present policy of listing de-
certified countries, Mexico deserves its
place on that list.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to the
day when our country has a better and
more effective policy to achieve co-
operation with Mexico and other coun-
tries in stemming the flow of smuggled
drugs.

Common sense and compliance with
current law demand that we now vote
to overturn the certification of Mexico,
and I urge the Congress to do so.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. SANCHEZ].

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Clinton was right in certifying to
Congress Mexican cooperation on nar-
cotics matters with the United States.
Critics of the President’s decision are
mistaken in arguing that there has
been little progress on narcotics co-
operation. In recommending decerti-
fication, they exhibit a limited under-
standing of the fundamental changes
that are occurring in Mexico and the
enormous stakes for the United States
of continued cooperation with one of
this country’s most important part-
ners.

At this delicate time in Mexican his-
tory, a decision on the part of the Unit-
ed States to decertify Mexico could se-
riously jeopardize Mexico’s efforts to
strengthen the rule of law and the col-
laboration that we have in the war
against the drug lords. It would also
dampen the Mexico-United States rela-
tionship, from trade, to immigration,
even to border environmental concerns.

The financial markets would react
poorly to a rumble in bilateral rela-
tions, undermining the painstaking ef-
forts that Mexico has made to stabilize

its currency and to strengthen its
economy. It is the Mexican people who
would end up paying the economic
price for decertification, not drug traf-
fickers.

And as one who has family in Mexico
who fights every day to stop this drug
trafficking, it is an affront that this
Congress would think that the Mexican
people are not working hard to stop
drug trafficking. By certifying Mexico,
the United States can continue the
progress achieved thus far, mindful of
the fact that drug trafficking is as
much an American problem as it is a
Mexican problem.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
BUNNING].

(Mr. BUNNING asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BUNNING. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of House Joint Resolution 58.

The President’s decision to certify Mexico’s
nonexistent antidrug efforts is just one more
step in his ongoing retreat from the war on
drugs. And this Congress should not allow it to
stand.

First he cut funding for our own Nation’s
antidrug programs and emasculated the drug
czar’s office and now he is saying to Latin
America, the status quo is just fine with us.

But take a look at the status quo. It’s putrid.
Fifty to seventy percent of the cocaine enter-
ing the United States comes through Mexico.
Twenty to thirty percent of the heroin coming
into our country is supplied by Mexico. Eighty
percent of the foreign-grown marijuana enter-
ing our country comes from Mexico.

With statistics like this staring us in the face,
we cannot and should not pretend that the
Government of Mexico is making any kind of
good-faith effort to stem the tide of corruption
and money laundering and drug activity that
currently exists in that nation.

I urge my colleagues to support the Hastert
amendment to delay certification for 90 days
unless the President obtains real assurances
that the Government of Mexico intends to co-
operate in our antidrug efforts.

Certifying Mexico now would send the
wrong message to our friends in Latin America
and around the world. If we are serious about
fighting drugs, we have to show Mexico we
are serious now.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF].

Mr. SCHIFF. I thank the chairman
for yielding me this time. I especially
appreciate his integrity because he
knows I am going to come up here to
speak against the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, there is no difference
here in my view of the facts than those
who are speaking in favor of this decer-
tification resolution. The issue is, what
is the approach to get the better co-
operation of the Government of Mexico
with the United States in reducing the
drug trade which affects both of our
countries?

I propose that the best approach is a
sense of Congress that would embody
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many of the statements we have heard
here today. I tried to make that in
order with the Rules Committee. They
chose not to make it in order. If decer-
tification ultimately is not approved, I
will still again propose a sense of Con-
gress resolution.

Why do we vote for decertification?
Well, first we have been told it is re-
quired that we vote for decertification
under the law, because Mexico is not
fully complying with cooperation in
the antidrug trade. But the definition
of being fully cooperative seems to be
that every official at every level has to
be doing his or her utmost, in this case
in Mexico, to fight the drug trade.

If that is the standard, Mr. Speaker,
there is no country that could probably
be certified under that kind of guide-
line. In fact, if one looks at the Hastert
amendment, which states numerous
criticisms of the Clinton administra-
tion toward fighting the drug trade,
one could argue that our own Govern-
ment could be not fully certified under
this exact same criteria if it were being
examined from the outside.

The fact of the matter is I believe
that we should look at the top of the
government, at the top officials. I have
heard both Chairman GILMAN and rank-
ing member HAMILTON say that they
believe that President Zedillo and his
top people in government are commit-
ted to fighting the drug trade.

I believe that there are governments
in this world where there is no such
commitment, and for those govern-
ments I do support decertification. But
we have to look at the impact of hav-
ing the President and the top govern-
ment officials of Mexico on our side.

Several speakers have already men-
tioned the fact that the recently ap-
pointed drug czar in Mexico was re-
moved from that position because he
might have ties to the drug trade in
that country. How was that gentleman
identified as possibly being involved in
the drug trade? It was not by our gov-
ernment’s intelligence. In fact, my
recollection is that General McCaffrey,
our own drug czar, was lavish in his
praise for the Mexican drug czar, Gen-
eral Gutierrez Rebollo.

It was the Mexican Government that
identified this person’s connection to
the drug trade in Mexico. It was the
Mexican Government that removed
him publicly from office, knowing that
they would take a severe international
hit for that kind of action, that it
would be a severe international embar-
rassment for them. They did it, any-
way. I believe that we should be work-
ing to cooperate with Mexico and not
to just trade insults with them.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR].

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I also thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN], the
chairman of the committee.

I rise in support of the committee
resolution and do not wish to question
whether or not this is the perfect vehi-
cle. It is the only vehicle that we have.
And though the certification-decerti-
fication process may not please any
one of us completely, at least it pro-
vides us with a way of ending the de-
nial by both Governments, the United
States and Mexico, of what is going on
with our respective countries.

In fact, I think we should hold a ses-
sion of Congress at the border. As a
member of the Committee on Agri-
culture, I have traveled along that bor-
der and have had our own border agents
tell us, ‘‘Well, Congresswoman, you
know if you really want to move drugs,
you don’t do it through this check-
point. You just drive an over-the-road
vehicle a mile away where there aren’t
any inspectors. And, by the way, hear
that airplane up there? We know where
that’s headed.’’

Our own Government knows that the
border is a sieve. We know of the cor-
ruption throughout Mexico related to
the drug trade. And today this is the
only vehicle that we have to express
our displeasure at this administra-
tion’s actions and prior administra-
tions’ actions that continue denial.

I ask myself, why the denial, what
are we afraid of as a country? We know
we only inspect maybe 1 of every 100 to
200 trucks and vehicles that now come
over the border. We have a $40 billion
trade deficit over the last 2 years with
Mexico and it is growing. We cannot
possibly inspect all of the vehicles that
come over that border, and the drug
traders know it. They are even picking
which vegetable crates to put the stuff
in and whether they put it in steel
drums or auto rims. It is that cleverly
done.

The GAO tells us that Mexico is the
primary transit route for cocaine com-
ing in from Colombia. So we decertify
Colombia and the administration sort
of closes its eyes with Mexico. What
sense does that make?

Mr. Speaker, I support the resolu-
tion, but I hope that we would move in
more expeditious ways, beginning with
a session at the border. I would urge
the chairman’s consideration of that
alternative.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
newspaper article for the RECORD:
[From the San Diego Union-Tribune, Aug. 4,

1996]
THE DRUG TRADE CLIMBS ABOARD SHIPMENTS

OF GOODS FROM MEXICO

(By Peter Andreas)
Mexico has long been enmeshed in the drug

trade, but its involvement has been trans-
formed in the last decade. Primarily, Mexico
has emerged as the primary shipping point
for Colombian cocaine into the United
States.

The State Department estimates that the
percentage of the cocaine bound for the U.S.
market entering through Mexico was neg-
ligible during the mid-1980s but increased to
as much as 70 percent by 1995. Mexico also
supplies up to 30 percent of the heroin
consumed in the United States and up to 80
percent of the imported marijuana, accord-
ing to a March 1996 State Department report.

Mexico earns more than $7 billion a year
from the illegal drug trade, Drug Enforce-
ment Administration estimates. Some Mexi-
can estimates place the figure much higher.
The prosecutor general’s office estimates
that drug traffickers operating in Mexico ac-
cumulated revenues of approximately $30 bil-
lion in 1994.

Mexico’s growing role in the drug trade has
significantly increased the power and wealth
of Mexico’s trafficking organizations and
that has, in turn, exacerbated well-en-
trenched political corruption.

Corrupt officials sell an essential service
to drug traffickers: the nonenforcement of
the law. Not surprisingly, as Mexico’s role in
the illicit drug trade has grown, so too has
the buying off of law enforcement—not only
within Mexico, but on the U.S. side as well.

Not coincidentally, Mexico’s expanding
role in the drug trade parallels the opening
of the Mexican economy and the deepening
of U.S.-Mexican economic integration.

Colombian cocaine traffickers began turn-
ing to Mexico as a major entry point to the
U.S. market in the early 1980s after the Unit-
ed States cracked down on cocaine shipping
through the Caribbean. By now a strategic
alliance exists between Colombian and Mexi-
can traffickers. The Colombians process the
cocaine and ship it to Mexico, the Mexicans
smuggle it into the United States.

Mexican imports of legal goods from Co-
lombia increased from $17 million in 1980 to
$121 million in 1985. At the same time, Mexi-
can imports from the rest of Latin America
decreased from $768 million to $630 million.

Legal exports from Mexico to the United
States doubled between 1986 and 1993. Hiding
drug shipments within the growing volume
of goods exported from Mexico to the United
States has become an increasingly favored
method of smuggling cocaine.

These trends thrive under the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement.

A report written by an intelligence officer
at the U.S. embassy in Mexico City claims
that cocaine traffickers established fac-
tories, warehouses and trucking companies
as fronts in Mexico in anticipation of the
cross-border commerce boom under NAFTA.

‘‘If NAFTA provides opportunity for legiti-
mate businesses, it may clearly provide op-
portunities for illegitimate businessmen,’’
Assistant U.S. Attorney Glenn MacTaggart
has said.

Trucking provides the most concrete illus-
tration of this trend. According to one senior
customs official, to inspect every truck com-
ing across the border would create a traffic
jam as far as Mexico City. So only a small
percentage of trucks are fully inspected.

Under the NAFTA agreement, trucking
into the United States from Mexico is in-
creasing rapidly. In 1994, 2.8 million trucks
crossed over from Mexico. In 1993, on the eve
of NAFTA, the number was 1.9 million. The
U.S. Southwest Border Capital Improvement
Program will upgrade the road network so
that it will be able to handle more than dou-
ble today’s traffic level—as many as 8.4 mil-
lion trucks annually.

Mexican truckers will soon be allowed to
operate throughout the border states of Ari-
zona, California, New Mexico and Texas.
They will eventually be able to travel any-
where in the United States and Canada.

Trucks can carry illegal goods as easily as
legal goods. One truck that was stopped near
San Diego carried 8 tons of cocaine stuffed
into cans of jalapeno peppers. Law enforce-
ment officials believe that the cocaine be-
longed to a businessman who owns one of the
biggest trucking companies in Mexico.

As part of an effort to hide drugs within
trans-border shipments of legal goods, some
Mexican traffickers have reportedly hired
trade consultants to determine which prod-
ucts move most quickly through border in-
spection under NAFTA guidelines. ‘‘They
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have very specific issues,’’ notes Craig
Chretien, the special agent in charge of the
DEA’s San Diego office. ‘‘Does a perishable
get through quicker than a load of steel?
What kind of cargoes go through faster than
others?’’

Concerns about drug control were not dis-
cussed during the negotiations over NAFTA.
‘‘This was in the too hot to handle’ cat-
egory,’’ says Gary Hufbauer, an economist at
the Institute for International Economics in
Washington, D.C. Reportedly, U.S. customs
and drug enforcement personnel openly call
NAFTA the ‘‘North American Drug Trade
Agreement.’’

Meanwhile, the privatization of state-
owned enterprises and the deregulation of
the Mexican banking system facilitate the
laundering of drug profits.

And the cutting of government subsidies in
Mexico’s rural areas are increasing the in-
centive for peasant farmers to produce ille-
gal crops such as marijuana.

An internal DEA report—obtained by the
National Security Archive through the Free-
dom of Information Act—concludes that ‘‘in-
creased illicit drug production will probably
be a direct result of the discontinuation of
subsistence crop subsidies.’’ Drug production
is expanding in Mexico’s more remote rural
regions.

Efforts to cut the foreign drug supply into
the United States have a long history of fail-
ure. And the likelihood of success diminishes
further as market liberalization and eco-
nomic integration propel ever more exten-
sive cross-border exchange.

Evaluations of free market reform are
largely divorced and insulated from evalua-
tions of drug market prohibition. Thus, con-
gressional committees and government agen-
cies endlessly debate how to attack the drug
supply and gain greater cooperation from
Mexico and other Latin America countries.

Meanwhile, those concerned with the im-
plementation of market-based reforms care-
fully monitor an assortment of economic in-
dicators. The reports they publish rarely
even mention the drug trade, let alone dis-
cuss its ties to the formal economy.

It is as if drug trafficking were not an eco-
nomic matter at all. But while such institu-
tionalized denial may be politically conven-
ient, it perpetuates both a fundamental
misreading of the problem and unworkable
strategies for dealing with it.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
American Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA].

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
the level of drug corruption in Mexico
is indeed a real and serious problem. I
sympathize with many of our col-
leagues who are frustrated with Ameri-
ca’s own drug addiction and are in
search of quick solutions. However, Mr.
Speaker, humiliating Mexico with the
threat of decertification is not the an-
swer. Neither is cutting off Mexico’s bi-
lateral aid and access to multilateral
bank loans, which decertification man-
dates, while thrusting Mexico in the
company of Iran, Burma and Afghani-
stan.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that Mexican
President Zedillo has acted in good
faith in stating narcotics trafficking is
the greatest threat to Mexico’s own na-
tional security. Certainly his adminis-
tration has taken steps to combat the
tremendous drug trade.

Mr. Speaker, in February, Mexico’s
appointed drug czar, General Rebollo,
was arrested for ties to drug lords.
While many of our Members were out-
raged and saw this as a sign of perva-
sive corruption in the Mexican Govern-
ment, I see it differently. I believe
President Zedillo should be commended
for his courage in revealing this embar-
rassing and damaging incident at a
highly sensitive time, and his adminis-
tration’s commitment to pursue cor-
ruption at the highest levels should be
recognized and commended.

Mr. Speaker, in examining the situa-
tion in Mexico, it raises doubts in my
mind about the entire drug certifi-
cation process conducted by our own
country. I find it hypocritical that we
sit here and condescendingly judge
other sovereign nations on their anti-
drug efforts while America constitutes
one of the largest consumer narcotics
markets in the world.

Mr. Speaker, I ask, how many Ameri-
cans, not foreigners, how many Amer-
ican drug lords have we prosecuted
lately? How would it sit with us if
other countries suddenly based their
relations with our Nation on foreign
assessments of how rigorously and suc-
cessfully we are combating drug con-
sumption in America? Is it any wonder
that this month the Mexican Congress
voted unanimously to condemn the
United States certification process as
being insulting to their national dig-
nity?

Mr. Speaker, decertifying Mexico
will only deny the real accomplish-
ments of President Zedillo, discourage
Mexican cooperation in the future for
joint narcotics interdiction, and alien-
ate the good people of Mexico.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MCCOLLUM], chairman of the Judi-
ciary Subcommittee on Crime and an
acknowledged longtime fighter and ex-
pert on the drug war.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I think that everybody
here understands that today in our his-
tory the United States has a supply of
drugs that is cheaper, more potent and
more available than any time in our
history. One of the primary reasons
why that is so is because the Govern-
ment of Mexico has not been fully co-
operating with the United States in the
war on drugs. It is by no means the
only reason why we have this problem.
I think up front we need to say that
President Zedillo has been cooperating,
he personally has been, and some of the
top people in his administration have
been cooperating. They have been en-
couraging money laundering laws to be
established, they have been doing
things recently to vet the situation
there for their law enforcement com-
munity to get rid of the corruption
that is rampant. But the truth of the
matter is that Mexico is not fully co-
operating, which is what the certifi-
cation laws require. They have clearly
not been fully cooperating when we

look at the question of the fact that
our Drug Enforcement Administration
officers that interface the most in law
enforcement on the drug issue have
been unable to accept the word or trust
anybody in law enforcement in Mexico
for some time, and when they did put
their faith recently in one individual,
they got burned. It is not fully cooper-
ating when that condition exists. And
so the resolution is very appropriate
today. We need to pass it. I believe the
Hastert amendment is also appro-
priate, not only because the certifi-
cation process is flawed in my judg-
ment and we need the commission that
is in there, but also because it lays
forth some of the other facts that I
think are very critical to us today in
this war on drugs.

The fact of the matter is that we can-
not win the war on drugs unless we
have a balanced program. The particu-
lar program that we are looking for is
to say two things: First, in the inter-
diction area with regard to Mexico,
there is going to be a 90-day period in
this Hastert amendment which if the
administration, our administration,
gets Mexico to cooperate more on, then
the decertification trigger will not
even happen.
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One of those things is to get more
law enforcement agents of the United
States inside Mexico. If they will show
progress toward doing that, that will
be one of the things that will help, and
that these DEA agents, if they are in-
side Mexico, can carry arms for their
safe protection, and there are more
radar sites to be handled, and so on. If
certain things happen, then there
would not even be a decertification of
the Hastert amendment occurring and
the debate will not even be there.

The other thing is the Hastert
amendment shows and spells out the
fact that we have not been doing
enough in the United States in a bal-
anced approach to win this war on
drugs. Too much emphasis, and I think
we should have some on rehabilitation,
and not enough emphasis on education,
and most of all not enough emphasis on
the interdiction program, on the re-
sources we need to supply; our own
Government has not been doing
enough, and it is spelled out in the
Hastert amendment.

So I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment and the adoption of this decerti-
fication resolution.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ORTIZ].

(Mr. ORTIZ asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, as my col-
leagues know, as a former law enforce-
ment official I am deeply concerned
about the certification and the effect
that it will have because we do have
cooperation on both sides, and I wonder
how many of us has taken time to trav-
el to the border and to talk to judges
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from both sides of the border, to talk
to police on both sides of the border,
because believe me, now we have a tier,
a level, of cooperation that begins here
all the way down. We are looking at
the top. Well, what about the coopera-
tion between State, county and cities?
If we decertify Mexico, we destroy this
foundation that has taken time to
build.

I know this. I used to be a sheriff in
south Texas. There exists a tremendous
working relationship between officers
who care, officers who have given of
their life, whose families have been
threatened. But they have been dedi-
cated to making both countries a bet-
ter place for their children and my
children to reside.

It is not easy; it is hard. But the
dedication continues to be there, their
loyalty to make our areas better. Do
we want to destroy this foundation
that has taken time to build? We can-
not afford to do that.

As my colleagues know, last year
Mexico captured and extradited to the
States, Humberto Garcia Abrego, a
world-renown lord, the head of the Gulf
cartel. Garcia Abrego was recently sen-
tenced to life in prison. That was an
act of enormous national political
courage on Mexico’s part.

As my colleagues know, both sides of
the border are poor. We have enormous
problems on both sides of the border. I
was in law enforcement for 15 years be-
fore I came to this House. There is a
lot of things that go on that we do not
see. A lot of information is traded back
and forth between local, State, county
officials on both sides, and I implore to
my friends: Let us take time before we
do anything that we will regret for a
long time. There is a lot at stake.

Mexico is a country that has pride,
sure. Bad apples? We got them on our
side, and we continue to lose friends,
and I am talking about this great coun-
try, because we seem to want to appear
worldwide as a knight in shining
armor. Everybody is wrong; we are the
only ones that are correct and right.

Let us not make this mistake. Let us
not decertify Mexico.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON], the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight and a senior
member of our Committee on Inter-
national Relations, a gentleman who
has stood shoulder to shoulder in this
war against drugs, especially with
helping our allies, the Colombian Na-
tional Police.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, let me just say that there is enough
blame to go around. Obviously we do
have a consumption problem here in
the United States, but a major part of
the responsibility for the drug problem
in America rests in Mexico, and for
people to deny that and say that it is
all our problem is in my opinion a ludi-
crous argument. Let me just give you
some facts:

Seven hours after the President’s cer-
tification of Mexico was made public

Mexico’s attorney general issued a
statement that its own senior officials
had allowed Humberto Garcia Abrego,
a reputed money launderer and brother
of convicted drug kingpin Juan Garcia
Abrego, to walk free from police cus-
tody. They waited until the certifi-
cation took place, and then they re-
leased this known drug dealer.

Thomas Constantine, the adminis-
trator of the U.S. DEA said on Feb-
ruary 25, ‘‘Historically, corruption has
been a central problem in DEA’s rela-
tionship with counterparts. In short,
there is not,’’ now get this, ‘‘In short,
there is not one single law enforcement
institution in Mexico with whom DEA
has an entirely trusting relationship,’’
not one in all of Mexico.

According to the DEA, 70 percent of
the cocaine entering the United States
comes across the Mexican-American
border, and that is up from 50 percent
just about 3 or 4 years ago, a huge in-
crease. Despite an apparent increased
level of production in transit, Mexico’s
cocaine seizures in 1996 are less than
half of what they were 5 years ago.
There has been an increase, but the sei-
zures are down by more than 50 per-
cent, 23.8 metric tons in 1996 compared
to 50.3 metric tons in 1991.

The bottom line is they are not co-
operating. Should we reward that kind
of activity? It makes no sense to me.
The Mexican Government takes credit
for firing 1,200 officials for corruption,
but not one of those people has been
prosecuted, not 1 out of 1,200. U.S. ex-
tradition documents cite evidence in a
single case that the attorney general
and 90 percent, get that, 90 percent of
the police, prosecutors and judges in
Tijuana and the State of Baja Califor-
nia are on the payroll of a major drug
cartel, 90 percent of them. That is
amazing.

Although the United States Depart-
ment of Justice has submitted provi-
sional warrants for the arrest of Mexi-
can drug kingpins, only one, Juan Gar-
cia Abrego, a dual national, has been
sent to the United States to face jus-
tice.

And finally, drug-related arrests in
Mexico are down dramatically, dra-
matically down in the last 4 years;
11,283 in 1996 compared to almost 28,000
just a few years ago.

Mr. Speaker, we need to send the
strongest possible message to Mexico
right now. Let them start helping us.
America is fighting a losing battle
against drugs, and we need their help.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MCGOVERN].

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the Gilman-Hamilton bi-
partisan committee proposal and in op-
position to the Hastert amendment.

Mr. Speaker, on March 8 the Mexican
police and the State of Chiapas ille-
gally detained two Jesuit priests and
two Mayan Indians. The two priests,
Fathers Rosas and Hernandez, had been
beaten, tortured and continued to be

imprisoned on the outrageously false
charges of participating in the deaths
of two policemen. The priests were ac-
tually at a religious conference at the
time the deaths occurred.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to enter into the
RECORD at this time the announcement
of this abuse by the Society of Jesus in
Mexico and a summary of the news ar-
ticles. We can no longer turn a blind
eye to such human rights abuses in
Mexico, and again I urge a no vote on
the Hastert amendment in order to get
to a yes vote on the Gilman-Hamilton
proposal.

Yesterday, the 8th of March, the Govern-
ment of Chiapas illegally detained two
priests of the Society of Jesus, Gonzalo
Rosas Morales and Jeronimo ALberto Her-
nandez Lopez, as well as Francisco Gonzalez
Gutierrez and Ramon Parcero Martinez
whom it attempted to like to a supposed am-
bush in which two members of the State
Public Security Police were supposed killed.

The Society of Jesus in Mexico utterly re-
jects the version of the events that has been
given out by the State Government of
Chiapas. It similarly rejects that these de-
tained persons had any responsibility in the
illicit acts of which they are accused. The
State Government of Chiapas has falsified
reality and in so doing has given serious
provocation against the rule of law and
order, against the peace and against human
rights.

Fathers Rosas and Hernandez have distin-
guished themselves in their work of several
years of pastoral accompaniment in solidar-
ity with the Indian peoples of the northern
part of Chiapas State. In like manner, they
have participated in processes of organiza-
tion and initiative that the indigenous com-
munities have been furthering in their
search for a greater justice, welfare and fra-
ternity between peoples. We affirm categori-
cally then they had no involvement in the
acts for which they have been wantonly ac-
cused.

For its part, the Coordinator of Social Or-
ganizations, Xi’Nich’,—and not ‘‘Arriera
Nocturna’’ which the State Government
mentions—is a legal group made up of indig-
enous people who are struggling peacefully
to satisfy their most basic needs. The false
accusation against Xi’Nich’ and against its
detained members represent an aggressive
message against those who keep within the
legal framework to find a solution to their
demands.

In the difficult context of violence that is
being experienced in the State of Chiapas,
this provocation is extremely irresponsible.

We ask for the immediate and uncondi-
tional release of all the detained persons. We
ask for the truthful clarification of the
events and the cessation of all police harass-
ment. We repeat that, despite the defama-
tions of this type, the work of the Jesuits
will be maintained, faithful to our mission in
the service of the faith and the promotion of
justice.

Reuters News Service reported today that
two Jesuits had been arrested, beaten and
charged ‘‘with leading a deadly ambush
against police’’ in the Mexico state of
Chiapas.

Arrested were Frs. Gonzalo Rosas and
Jeronimo Hemandez. The arrests took place
on Saturday afternoon at Palenque, a tourist
city 150 km. east of the state capital Tuxtla
Gutierrez.

Two Mayan Indian leaders were also ar-
rested—Francisco Gonzalez and Ramon
Parcero. The four were charged with ‘‘taking
part on Friday in an ambush of state police
who hours earlier forcibly removed peasants
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from farms they had illegally occupied. In
the ambush two policemen were killed and
five others injured.’’

Diocesan officials in San Cristobal de las
Casas contradicted the police version, how-
ever, saying the two priests were in that city
‘‘at the time of the ambush after having
taken part in a religious conference.’’

Reuters reported that dozens of plain-
clothes and uniformed police violently
yanked the pair from their car. The police
showed no arrest warrant and have since
added false weapons possession charges
against one of the priests.

According to Reuters, after the police re-
moved the peasants on Friday from two local
collective farms they had occupied since
1994, members of a local Indian rights group
called Xi-Nich blocked a local highway to
protest the police operation and demand the
release of their arrested comrades. Police
claim they peacefully broke up the protest
and were later ambushed by the priests and
the two Xi-Nich leaders.

Xi-Nich, however, said in a statement on
Sunday that police, backed by helicopters,
began firing at the highway protesters, who
fired back.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. ENGLISH], a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of
House Joint Resolution 58. As one of
the 10 original cosponsors of this bill, I
want to commend the distinguished
gentleman from Florida for his leader-
ship in sending this important message
that the status quo on the war on drugs
is not good enough.

The deadly tide of illegal narcotics,
much of which flows to the United
States through our southern border,
should be a top national health and se-
curity priority. What other external
threat has such a direct impact on our
communities, our streets, and our chil-
dren every day?

The President’s decision on February
28 that Mexico had fully cooperated
with the United States in the battle
against illegal narcotics sends the
wrong message at the wrong time.
Mexico sadly has simply failed to make
the progress in joining us in the war on
drugs that we had every right to ex-
pect.

Our message today is that this is to-
tally unacceptable. Much of the vio-
lence on our streets of our cities is re-
lated to the torrent of illegal narcotics
flooding into our country. This is a
matter of life and death for many of
our citizens.

As the gentleman from Georgia ear-
lier noted, the President felt it was im-
portant to send a message to Colombia
again this year by decertifying them
and withholding assistance. If this was
a good drug policy, then I believe it is
critical to make clear to Mexico that
our assistance to them is conditioned
on strong bilateral cooperation and do-
mestic action. To do otherwise is to
hold out a double standard, which is
not in the long-term best interests of

the citizens of Mexico or the citizens of
the United States.

In my view this resolution finds the
appropriate balance between an honest
assessment of Mexico’s performance in
drug interdiction efforts and continued
support for those in Mexico committed
to arresting, prosecuting, and convict-
ing drug traffickers.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to join in support of this im-
portant resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support for
House Joint Resolution 58, Disapproving the
Certification of the President Regarding For-
eign Assistance to Mexico. As one of 10 origi-
nal cosponsors of this bill, I want to commend
the distinguished gentleman from Florida for
his leadership in sending this important mes-
sage that the status quo in the war on drugs
is not good enough.

The deadly tide of illegal narcotics, much of
which flows to the United States through our
southern border, should be a top national and
security priority. What other external threat
has such a direct impact on our communities,
streets, and children each day? The Presi-
dent’s decision on February 28, that Mexico
had fully cooperated with the United States in
the battle against illegal narcotics sends the
wrong message at the wrong time. Mexico,
sadly, has simply failed to make the progress
in joining us in the war on drugs that we had
every right to expect.

Our message today is that this is unaccept-
able. Much of the violence blighting the streets
of our cities is related to the torrent of illegal
narcotics flooding our country. This is a matter
of life and death for many of our citizens. As
the gentleman from Georgia noted, the Presi-
dent felt it was important to send a message
to Colombia again this year by decertifying
them and withholding assistance. If this is
good drug policy, then I believe it is critical to
make clear to Mexico that our assistance is
conditioned on strong bilateral cooperation
and their vigorous domestic action. To do oth-
erwise is to hold out a double standard which
is not in the long-term best interests of the citi-
zens of Mexico or the citizens of the United
States.

This resolution finds the appropriate balance
between an honest assessment of Mexico’s
performance in drug interdiction efforts and
continued support for those in Mexico commit-
ted to arresting, prosecuting, and convicting
drug traffickers. Thomas Constantine, Admin-
istrator of the U.S. Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration, told a congressional committee on
February 25:

Historically corruption has been a central
problem in DEA’s relationship with Mexican
counterparts. In short, there is not one sin-
gle law enforcement institution in Mexico
with whom DEA has an entirely trusting re-
lationship.

We should not make a mockery of the an-
nual certification process by turning a blind
eye to the shortcomings of Mexican efforts.

Mexico’s criminal cartels are now our No. 1
threat when it comes to drugs; 70 percent of
the cocaine that enters the United States
comes from the southwest border and we
even see this poison in my district on the U.S.
northern border. Increasingly we are seeing
larger levels of methamphetamine, marijuana,
and heroin moving across our border. Last
year, Mexico’s drug cartels shipped approxi-

mately 300 tons of cocaine, 150 tons of meth-
amphetamine and 15 tons of heroin to the
United States. Moreover, the Mexican Govern-
ment has refused to let the 20 new DEA
agents Congress appropriated money for to
enter Mexico, and barred U.S. law enforce-
ment agents from carrying weapons. This is
inexcusable and vitiates any argument about
full cooperation and partnership.

Omniously, illegal drug use has been on the
rise in recent years among our young people
in America. It is clear that the wrong response
to this tragic increase is to be satisfied with
where we are. While as some have argued
here we need to work harder in our commu-
nities to limit the demand for narcotics which
kill dreams and kids, we should not be telling
our children that the status quo is adequate,
when it is not. We should not be telling Mexico
and the predatory drug cartels which operate
in Mexico, that our Nation is apathetic to out-
comes. We are no longer satisfied with an an-
nual public relations gesture; the time has
come to condition assistance on results not
promises. This resolution does just that and
has my wholehearted support.

I urge my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion, oppose the Clinton administration’s ill
conceived policy of expediency, and send a
message that Congress won’t tolerate the
Mexican drug trade any longer.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. REYES], a distinguished new Mem-
ber and a good friend.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate this opportunity to come again
for the third time, I think, today to
urge my colleagues to stop and think
about the ramifications and the serious
consequences of what we are doing in
this great institution today. I say that
with a tremendous amount of trepi-
dation because, having firsthand expe-
rience, having the background that I
share in common with my colleague
from Florida [Mr. SHAW], my colleague
from Texas [Mr. ORTIZ], it is difficult
to sit here and watch what is going on
here in terms of the statements that
are going on the RECORD that will be
scrutinized not only by our constitu-
ents in respect to our districts, but
also will be scrutinized very carefully
by the people of Mexico, by the Govern-
ment of Mexico and the people of Latin
America.

I think there have been a number of
points that have been made here. I
think there have been way too many
statistics that have been thrown
around. I think we have obfuscated the
real issue and the real context of what
we ought to be doing in this body rep-
resenting the people of this great Na-
tion.

I know that all of us share a frustra-
tion about what the scourge of drugs
has done to our neighborhoods, what it
has done to our children, what it is
doing to our institutions, but no one
understands these issues better than
the Government of Mexico, better than
the citizens of Mexico. Certainly no-
body has paid a higher price than the
Government of Mexico, nobody has
paid a price and continues to pay the
price and will continue to pay the price
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if we stand here and allow the amend-
ment or the resolution to go forward to
decertify Mexico.

I am proud to tell this body that I
was probably the first to urge the
President to certify Mexico. I think to
not certify Mexico would be very coun-
terproductive. Not only does it send
the wrong message to the Mexican
Government, but it sends clearly the
wrong message to the Mexican people,
a people that collectively have paid a
very high price.
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I ask my colleagues in this Congress
to listen to the implications, to listen
to the consequences. For anyone to
think that a decertification move on
Mexico would not have serious politi-
cal consequences and would not desta-
bilize the country and would not lead
to economic destabilization, is to me
incredible. But then in the context of
the argument, in the context of what
we have discussed, in the context of
what I have heard in this Chamber
today, that, for me at least, would not
be surprising.

Mr. Speaker, I just hope that sanity
and reason prevail. I hope that we un-
derstand the implications of what we
are about to do if we do not stand with
the President and agree to certify Mex-
ico.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. GILCHREST].

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to strongly
emphasize that all of us in this Cham-
ber take the responsibility to listen to
this debate, to come to some resolu-
tion. We are missing the mark, and I
think to a large extent overpoliticizing
this statement about certifying or de-
certifying.

We have got to get together, decent,
honest Americans, must get together
with decent, honest Mexicans. It is as
simple as that.

There are drug profiteers in Mexico;
there are drug profiteers in the United
States. It is an external problem; it is
an internal problem.

Let us be clear on just a couple of
points. The United States is respon-
sible for 60 to 70 percent of the world’s
consumption of drugs. It is a lucrative,
lucrative business.

The Mexican Government is spending
billions of dollars trying to fight this.
They are confronted with tens of bil-
lions of dollars on the other side which
we, the American consumers of drugs,
are supplying to Mexico.

As has been documented, Mexico’s
problems arise because the shift in the
drugs from the Caribbean up from Co-
lombia through Mexico has taken place
in dramatic proportions in the last few
years. Amazingly, we are now discuss-
ing at a point when Mexico is moving
into an arena where they can begin,
however small, in a very small way, to
begin to resist the drug cartels. We are

talking about decertifying Mexico as
though it was somehow Mexico’s prob-
lem, Mexico’s problem, to save us from
ourselves.

We have all these laws which say just
say no. Now, we say it with our laws,
but we do not seem to say it with our
noses. We always seem to be pointing
the finger at the wrong people.

Mr. Speaker, it is always politically
convenient to blame somebody else. It
is time that we demand from Mexico
what we must demand from ourselves.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO].

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the ranking member of the
committee for yielding me time.

I rise in strong opposition to House
Joint Resolution 58 in its totality and
to all amendments. This effort to dis-
prove the decertification of Mexico as a
fully cooperating partner in the fight
against drugs is misguided. If Congress
adopts this resolution, the United
States is sending the wrong message to
the government and the people of Mex-
ico.

We should be strengthening our ties
to Mexico and helping the Mexican
Government in its fight against drugs
rather than punishing them with puni-
tive measures that will hurt, not help,
the fight against drug trafficking.

By any reasonable standard, the ef-
forts and policies that President
Zedillo has instituted over the last sev-
eral years to combat the scourge of
drugs in his country have been a suc-
cess. Marijuana, cocaine, and heroine
seizures are all up by 40 percent since
1994. Drug-related arrests are up sig-
nificantly. The extradition process has
been strengthened. Major anticrime
legislation dealing with money laun-
dering and organized crime in Mexico
have been passed and adopted into law.

I know many Members see the arrest
of General Rebollo on ties to the Mexi-
can drug cartels as an indication of
systematic, systemwide failure on the
part of the Mexican Government. If
nothing else, the swift arrest of Gen-
eral Rebollo is a strong indication of
President Zedillo’s commitment to
punish corruption and to ensure that
no one else is seen as above the law.

The United States Government must
continue to keep the pressure on and
work with those elements of the Mexi-
can Government that are on the side of
change. But decertifying Mexico and
cutting off the minimal assistance we
do provide would be a major mistake.

We have made great strides with
Mexico in the last several years, and
we should not undermine that success
with this vote. Decertifying Mexico
will only hurt the Mexican economy,
fuel nationalistic resentment, and set
back United States-Mexican relations.

We have to be aware of the fact that
it is the insatiable craving for drugs in
this country that does as much to un-
dermine Colombia and Mexico and oth-
ers who have developed these huge
narco-drug trafficking involvements.

These folks are suffering far more than
many Americans who we represent
here on the House floor.

We have got to get our House in
order. We have got to reduce our de-
mand through every possible means,
not just in terms of corrections and
law enforcement, but in terms of help-
ing people in this country through edu-
cation and treatment.

Mr. Speaker, when we take those
steps, then perhaps we will be in a bet-
ter position to take an attitude of
somewhat self-righteous criticism to-
ward our friends to the south.

So I urge a no vote at this time on
H.R. 58 and on the Hastert amendment.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS], a member of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, when I first came to the
Congress during the Presidency of Ron-
ald Reagan, that President faced a sit-
uation in which he needed to have our
Congress commit an additional $10 bil-
lion to the International Monetary
Fund.

You might say what does that have
to do with the issue at hand? But it
laid the background for this Member
on how I finally cast my vote on the
pending measure.

The President saw that many of us
were reluctant to commit additional
American dollars for an International
Monetary Fund where we could not see
immediate benefits or additions to the
national security. But the President
then, Ronald Reagan, at a meeting we
had in the Oval Office, termed it and
turned the question into one of foreign
policy. He felt that support for the ad-
ditional $10 billion was to support the
President in a foreign policy initiative.

That was enough for many of us. We
turned around and did support the infu-
sion of new American dollars into the
International Monetary Fund.

Faced with that same configuration
here, at first my inclination was to
support the President, because I
termed it first in my own heart as a
foreign policy question, should we not
support the President in a foreign pol-
icy initiative? But that would mean I
would have to overlook the statute,
which is the organ at issue here. And in
doing so, I would be, in trying to sup-
port the President, flaunting the con-
gressional act which is at the core of
this entire issue.

So, reluctantly here, I differentiated
from a foreign policy question, and I
simply term it as one of implementa-
tion of current law as we, the Members
of Congress, fashioned it, and as we are
bound to enforce it.

Mr. Speaker, with that background, I
support the resolution at hand.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas, [Mr. BARTON].

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,

we are here today engaged in a debate
about whether the government of Mex-
ico has fully complied in their efforts
to cooperate with the United States of
America in the war against drugs.

We seem to be putting a lot of em-
phasis on the word ‘‘fully.’’ I want to
ask the Members of this body, have we
fully cooperated with ourselves? How
many Members of this body have a
drug testing program in their office?
One, two. I have got mandatory, and
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW]
has one. That is 2 out of 435.

How many Members of this body
have a full-time antidrug coordinator
on their congressional staffs in their
district and how many Members of this
body have done everything possible in
terms of education and outreach in
their congressional districts?

I think we should first look at our-
selves before we look south of the bor-
der. But let us look south of the bor-
der, and look at what happened just in
the last year.

Is Mexico trying to do its part? In
1996, they eradicated 56,000 acres of
marijuana production. How many did
we eradicate in this country? In 1996,
they eradicated 36,000 acres of poppy
production. In 1996, they seized 24,000
kilograms of cocaine, they seized 363
kilograms of heroin, and they seized
1,006 of marijuana.

Let us look at extradition. There
seems to be quite a bit of concern in
the Congress about extradition. Before
1995, the Government of Mexico had
never extradited anyone, nada, zero. In
1995, they extradited 5 non-Mexicans.
In 1996, last year, 16, of which 2 were
Mexican nationals. In the 2 months of
this year, January and February, they
have extradited six people.

We have pending 135 active requests
for extradition, of which we classify 14
as priority. Eight of those are drug re-
lated, three are murder related, and
two are violent crimes-related. Eleven
of them are Mexican nationals, one is a
United States citizen, and one is a
Cuban. I feel very confident that
throughout the legislative process this
year, many of those people will be ex-
tradited once they have been appre-
hended in Mexico.

Let us look internally. In 1996, Mex-
ico arrested within their borders 28
major drug kingpins. They made over
11,000 total arrests. Within their own
law enforcement agencies they ar-
rested, detained, or dismissed 1,200 of
their 4,500 national antidrug force.

They have passed and changed their
Constitution to have the first orga-
nized crime statutes on their books.
That was not passed until October 1996.
They changed their Constitution and
changed their penal code to make
money laundering illegal. That was
done in the latter part of this year,
begun in May 1996. They have decided
they cannot totally cleanse their anti-
drug law enforcement agencies as they
are, so they are starting from scratch
to rebuild in totality. Overall, they

spent $1.7 billion, which is double as a
percent of their Federal budget what
we spent on antidrug efforts.

Are they doing enough? No, they are
not. Should we decertify them because
they are not doing anything? No, we
should not. Please vote against these
resolutions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise Members that the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] has
181⁄2 minutes remaining, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] has 71⁄4
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from California [Mr. BECERRA] has 81⁄2
minutes remaining.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would point out to the
gentleman who just left the well that
not one of those extraditions has been
a Mexican national on a drug offense.
That is the problem that we are facing.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman New York
[Mr. PAXON].

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution 58, a
resolution to reverse the President’s
February 28 certification of Mexico as
a nation fully cooperating with the
United States in its war on drugs. The
facts, unfortunately, show otherwise.

Mexico is the entry point of most of
the drugs that are sold in the United
States. It is the transfer point of 70
percent of the cocaine and up to 80 per-
cent of the marijuana brought into this
country and sold on the streets of the
United States.

However, this is not and should not
be just a debate about Mexico and its
failed war on drugs. Rather, unfortu-
nately, this debate is underscoring the
lack of leadership from our own admin-
istration in the war on drugs.

One of the President’s first actions
was to slash the budget of the drug
czar. Then his Attorney General sug-
gested we reduce mandatory minimum
sentences for drug traffickers. But the
icing on the cake if you will remember
back was when one of the top leaders of
his administration suggested legalizing
marijuana.

b 1345
It is ironic, I believe, that the Presi-

dent was claiming success in the war
on drugs during his press conference
certifying Mexico at the exact same
time that the Partnership for a Drug-
Free America was releasing a study
showing that the domestic war on
drugs is a total and utter failure.

Mr. Speaker, what are the results of
this failed leadership? Well, let me tell
my colleagues. The war on drugs was
successful in the 1980’s, and drug use
went down steadily for 11 years prior to
1992. Since 1992, drug use by teenagers
has risen 105 percent. The Partnership
study released last week showed that
in 1 year drug use doubled amongst
teenagers, from 1995 to 1996, doubled
amongst teenagers. We have now
found, according to the Partnership,
that 1 in 4 children nationwide was of-
fered drugs in 1996.

Most of these drugs end up in the
hands of children in our communities,
in our home towns. But let me empha-
size, this is not a debate on statistics,
this is a debate on real lives, the lives
of the children in our country today.

I believe very strongly that the spon-
sors of House Joint Resolution 58 are
right on track. We need to make very
clear to the Government of Mexico we
are serious, but it must not stop there.
If the administration in this country is
not willing to take the leadership in
fighting the war on drugs, this Con-
gress will have to step up to the plate
and exercise our leadership to make
sure that the war on drugs is real and
that the future of our children is saved
for the generations to come.

Before I yield back I would note that
the attorneys general of both Arizona
and California, Attorney General Grant
Woods and Attorney General Dan Lun-
gren, have sent a letter to the Presi-
dent, of which we have obtained copies,
underscoring their support for the ef-
fort to decertify Mexico and to take
this very strong and clear stand today.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT],
the minority leader.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the committee’s
resolution and against the Hastert
amendment. I have to say that I come
to this floor reluctantly. I regret that
I and many other Members find them-
selves in the unfortunate position of
having to support the decertification
and waiver for Mexico as an ally in the
drug war.

Over the last several weeks, Demo-
crats and Republicans working to-
gether authored legislation that would
decertify, but waive sanctions. I com-
mend the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GILMAN] and the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] for their hard
work.

The bill also includes language re-
quiring that the administration begin
to consult and work with Congress in
addressing the problem facing both of
our countries with regard to drugs.

There are many who oppose this ef-
fort and I deeply respect their opinions.
But I believe that under the law, we
have to respond, and the response that
I think has to be given is decertifica-
tion, but waiver. I hope that in the
days ahead we get a chance to consider
changing the underlying law. I am un-
comfortable with certifying or decerti-
fying Colombia or Mexico or other
countries, or our own efforts with re-
gard to the war against drugs.

Unfortunately, the Republican lead-
ership yesterday chose to allow an
amendment to be offered that gratu-
itously attacks the President’s actions
to address the problem of drugs in this
country. To me, this is simply an effort
to gain partisan advantage from the
fear that we all share about the impact
of drugs in our country.
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The war on drugs should not be a po-

litical football. Parents across America
deserve to know that their leaders are
working together to solve these prob-
lems. They want to be able to send
their kids to school and to play with
their friends free from the fear that
drugs will be offered.

The question before us today is
whether or not Mexico has fully co-
operated to fight the war on drugs.
This is not a question of motive. It is a
question of fact. I deeply respect those
who are valiantly fighting against the
drug lords and cartels in Mexico. Many
valiant police officers and prosecutors
and government officials in Mexico are
giving their lives and fighting on a
daily basis to stop this problem. They
must be honored in all that we do.

Mostly, we cannot validate the sta-
tus quo. None of us can be satisfied
with what we are doing, what America
is doing, what Mexico is doing, what
Colombia is doing, what we are all
doing to fight this problem of drugs. It
is an evil influence that is stalking our
people. What we are doing is not work-
ing. Blame is everywhere.

I hope that if nothing else comes out
of this debate and this action today,
that in the days ahead we can find new
ways and more effective ways of fight-
ing this problem of drugs. If all we do
today is place blame, we have failed
again. If what comes out of today is re-
newed vigor and enthusiasm to fight
this problem in Mexico and to fight it
in the United States, then this will
have been a day well spent.

I appreciate the efforts of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BECERRA],
my friend, and the other members of
our caucus who have worked on this. I
congratulate the ranking member, I
congratulate the chairman, and I hope
that we will come out of this today
with a renewed sense of purpose to
work together to solve the problem and
to change the facts of today.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the mi-
nority leader [Mr. GEPHARDT], for his
strong arguments in support of this
legislation, and hopefully, by working
together on both sides of the aisle, and
on both sides of the border, we will find
a better way to fight this war on drugs.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. SOUDER].

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, it is im-
portant in the decertification process
that we not only look toward the fu-
ture but, indeed, that whole process
has to look somewhat toward the past
as well, not only on what Mexico has
been doing but acknowledging in the
Hastert amendment some things that
we did not do. We cut back our inter-
diction funding, we cut back our source
country funding, so we acknowledge
that we have made some mistakes in
our country, too.

But the evidence and the facts are
staring us straight in the face. If in-
deed we are going to have a decertifica-

tion process, if the drugs coming into
our country increase, if up to 90 per-
cent of the police forces in Tijuana and
Baja California are corrupt, so corrupt
that we have pulled our DEA back; if
we have questions about the top leader-
ship of the country, I mean one of the
things even that the administration
passed out said that the defense depart-
ment and the national police in Mexico
cooperated more together last year.
Yes, they moved a guy who was on the
payroll of the cartel from the defense
department over to the drug czar, and
they cooperated in giving the informa-
tion to the drug dealers.

I personally believe that President
Zedillo and his top staff are committed
to changing their Nation. He under-
stands the terrorist threat of the
narcotraffickers there. But we have to
make this decision today based on the
facts that are in front of us, and the
facts that are in front of us say a 90-
day delay is helpful, they have more
time to do that; we are not putting the
sanctions in effect with the decertifica-
tion in the Hastert amendment. I sup-
port that in the sense of giving them
additional time.

When I met with President Zedillo,
along with the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HASTERT] and Senator COVERDELL,
he expressed his concern about his son
being approached by drug dealers in
Mexico and what was happening to his
country. I am concerned about my sons
being approached at school as well. I
am concerned about my daughter in
college.

We cannot, in Fort Wayne, IN or any-
where else in this country, we cannot
get enough drug dogs, we cannot get
enough prisons, we cannot do enough
in prevention programs and treatment
programs if the supply keeps pouring
in the way it is. We have to work in
partnership with our friends in the
south. We need maritime agreements,
we need DEA agreements, we need ex-
tradition agreements, and then they do
not have to fear decertification.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank the distin-
guished ranking member of his kind-
ness, and I would like to thank the
Committee on International Relations
for its hard work, and certainly the
chairman.

Mr. Speaker, I rose on the floor ear-
lier to express my opposition to the
rule because I believe there is much
more opportunity for us to discuss
what is really at issue, and that is the
devastation of drugs in our commu-
nity. I just had an opportunity to talk
to a constituent, a banker in our com-
munity, and he spoke the truth: Find
the money and you will find the drugs.

So I rise today to make this an issue
about drugs and the abuse that is going
on in our Nation. I want to see us dis-

cuss real laws dealing with money
laundering. I want to see us have real
legislation that helps to eradicate
drugs in our community. The inner
cities see young African-American men
convicted 55 percent on drugs charges,
most of them under 25 years old. I
would like to see legislation that truly
helps to eliminate the crossing over of
drugs over the border into our inner
cities and communities, eradicating
the transfer of drugs that come from
the border into my city and commu-
nity. I would like to see the eradi-
cation of the viciousness and the trav-
esty that it impacts on the lives of citi-
zens.

I will vote for a drug czar proposal by
General McCaffrey to be able to fight
on two fronts, and that is to be able to
fight the illegal utilization of moneys
that help to create opportunities for
drugs in our community, and to fight
for hard-core, no-nonsense prevention
and treatment with money that di-
rectly gets to the victims of drug abuse
and not to the bureaucrats.

I will not vote, however, for drug
bashing, and I will recognize that it is
extremely important that this debate
be turned around to make it a debate
on how we can end the ravages of drugs
in America. I hope we will turn to that.

With that in mind, maybe we will
help solve the problem and begin real
legislation that faces what I am con-
cerned about, which is the loss of lives
in our Nation.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BILBRAY].

(Mr. BILBRAY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I think
it is no secret that this Member came
from the southern parts of San Diego
County to this institution, in no little
way to try to sensitize this institution
in Washington, DC, to the extent and
the massiveness of the problems along
our frontier and the problems that we
encounter, those of us that live along
the border.

I find myself in a very, very interest-
ing position here today, because I have
to say quite frankly that I think that
we are seeing this week Washington
and Congress finally starting to talk
about and realize the magnitude of the
problem that lies across our border to
the south, and along our border and the
entire area that we call the Frontera.

I have to say to my colleagues that I
find it hard to believe that this institu-
tion did not realize, and does not real-
ize today, the magnitude of the quest
and the challenge the people of the Re-
public of Mexico have faced for many
years and face today in trying to liber-
ate their country from the tyranny of
drug traffickers. Their national sov-
ereignty is being threatened not by a
force from outside, but from within. I
think for us to underestimate the mag-
nitude of that impact and that chal-
lenge is really demeaning to both of us.
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Mr. Speaker, let me point out, Mex-

ico has done things to fight drug traf-
ficking that we in the United States
have not been brave enough to do. Mex-
ico has not found it easier to put only
half as many agents at the border as
has been authorized by Congress. So I
will say that about the administration.
But I will also say this about the ma-
jority in Congress. Mexico has put
troops at the border, not because they
want armed troops at the border, but
because they realize the problem is so
big that they cannot find excuses not
to do everything humanly possible.

So I would ask the administration,
put the resources to cooperate with
Mexico along the frontier, but I would
also ask the majority, look at the bi-
partisan Traficant-Hunter bill and tell
me, have we done everything, every-
thing possible to be certified as being
one who is willing to take on this bat-
tle and be able to judge Mexico?

Mr. Speaker, I ask that we do not
judge those who are doing more than
we have ever dreamed. Let us cooper-
ate with them and move forward.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is cer-
tainly not intended to bash Mexico or
to insult the Mexican people. Millions
of Mexicans are in the cross hairs of
the drug cartels, just as a number of
our people are in the same situation.
We stand together with those honest
Mexican officials in facing the fact
that their government is simply not
doing enough to help us front the
scourge of drugs on both sides of the
border.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to point
out that we have been doing something
in our own Nation about drug use.
When we fought the scourge on the
supply as well as on the demand side si-
multaneously, we reduced monthly co-
caine use by nearly 80 percent between
1985 and 1992. We reduced monthly co-
caine users from 5.8 million in 1985
down to 1.3 in 1992, so the old argument
that nothing works is not true, and
that we must reduce demand is pure
nonsense. It has to be fought on every
level.

In a recent letter by the Mexican
Ambassador, Silva Herzog, said to me
in concluding his letter, ‘‘It is impor-
tant to stress three basic points: First,
Mexico and the United States have car-
ried on with an intense agenda of co-
operation against drug trafficking. It
has been, despite political and external
interests, an uninterrupted work at all
levels of government. Second, to truly
fight drug lords and drugs present on
both sides of the border, we have to
work effectively on both sides; third,
regardless of any circumstances,’’ he
states that Mexico will continue to
fight against drug trafficking.

We want to enhance that coopera-
tion. What we are seeking is a more ef-
fective policy on both sides of the bor-
der.

Mr. Speaker, let me also take this
opportunity to thank our courageous
DEA agents who, day in and day out,
fight the battle for future generations.
We have lost a number of them in the
drug battle.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, even on its own terms I think
the variants of this resolution are kind
of silly.

As I understand it, what they say is
we will decertify Mexico but we will
immediately then waive the decerti-
fication so it will have no tangible ef-
fect. This is a new policy. It is called
substituting insult for injury. We will
not deny anything substantive to Mex-
ico, we will just call them some names.
People seem to think somehow that
this will help. I do not understand how
they think it will. It may help some
people politically. It clearly will not
help promote cooperation with Mexico.

What it says is, we will decertify you
and immediately thereafter make sure
the decertification has no effect except
to hurt your feelings and make you
angry. We spent all last week con-
gratulating, this is our first step on the
way to legislate, and as of now I would
say that my colleagues seem to be bet-
ter congratulators rather than legisla-
tors because I do not understand what
this does, except make it worse.

Second, it is fundamentally flawed.
The notion, and my friends have for-
gotten, particularly on the other side,
what they, I thought, knew about a
free market. The notion that in a free
society, where tens of millions of peo-
ple come and go on a regular basis
monthly, where goods come and go, the
notion that you can physically keep
something in great demand out as your
main strategy is seriously flawed.

The resolution that came from the
Republican leadership denounces drug
treatment, untested drug treatment,
and says we should rely instead on
physical interdiction. That has it abso-
lutely backward. The notion that this
country points the fingers of blame and
objects to others because they meet an
unfortunate high demand in this coun-
try absolves us of responsibility, plays
political games. It does nothing to
really advance the problem.

What we ought to do is to allow the
President to go forward, change our
legislation, and focus our resources on
the kind of efforts within our own
country, which is the only place we can
deal with this problem.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW], the
main sponsor of this provision.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I want to
congratulate the chairman and the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. LEE HAM-
ILTON], and I want to congratulate both
the Democratic ranking member and
the chairman for working so hard to

bring this legislation forward and in
doing it in such a bipartisan manner. I
hope the spirit of that bipartisanship
continues through the amendment
process and that we get a good, unified
vote out of here. I will have more to
say about the amendment when my
turn comes to do so.

Mr. Speaker, much has been said
about the certification process itself on
the House floor. Let us turn our atten-
tion just a moment to whether or not
this is really interfering within the in-
ternal affairs of Mexico. The question
has been made, why would we insult
them, why would we embarrass them?
Let us look at some of the things we
use to judge our foreign policy toward
other countries and what we look at in
determining what our foreign policy is
to be.

Every year we go through a debate on
the human rights in China, and the
human rights and the way people treat
their own citizens is always a consider-
ation in our own foreign policy. We
even look at the economic system that
other countries have. We look at how
they vote in the United Nations. We
look at what their trade laws are,
whether they protect our copyrights,
their banking laws. We look at all of
these things. We even look at the way
they treat dolphins in deciding what
our foreign policy and trade law is
going to be with other countries.

Surely we can also judge them as to
how they treat our kids, how they
treat our drug laws, how they assist us
in a problem that is tearing the fabric
out of America today.

We have long worried about hostile
countries throughout the world and the
weapons of giant destruction they
have. We go in and take out and bomb
plants that have the ability to create
and build weapons of great destruction.
Surely we can enforce our own laws.

We are talking about has Mexico
fully cooperated. Fully cooperated. The
answer under any measure, as the gen-
tleman said in his opening statement,
is of course not; they have not fully co-
operated. In fact, it could be argued
whether they have hardly cooperated.

Let me run down a few items that I
think must be placed on the table and
must be considered by this body when
we go to our vote today on decertifica-
tion. Well over 50 percent of the illegal
drugs coming into the country today
come in through Mexico. They supply
20 to 30 percent of the heroin in the
United States. Eighty percent of the
foreign-grown marijuana comes in
from Mexico, and they supply it.

The corruption in Mexico and their
law enforcement is monumental. A na-
tion with between $10 and $30 billion in
an annual drug trade, this is Mexico we
are talking about. Almost half a billion
dollars a year is spent in bribes, and
they have failed to extradite one single
Mexican national on a drug offense.

Mr. Speaker, surely we should not
tiptoe around and worry about offend-
ing them. I want every Member of this
body this afternoon, when they come
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down to vote, to think about looking in
the eyes of their children, their grand-
children, the innercity kids, the kids
whose future is being destroyed, look
at those who are struggling to get out
of welfare today. Over 1 million of
them are going to need drug rehabilita-
tion before we can even find jobs for
them. Think of all the people who are
flunking drug tests and cannot be hired
today because of policies that corpora-
tions have. Then look and see where
these drugs are coming from.

For a moment, dream with me about
a drug-free America. Should this not be
the No. 1 issue on our foreign policy
today? The gentleman from New York
[Mr. RANGEL] talked about it a few mo-
ments ago. There was a question of
where does it stand on the priority list
of our State Department. I am not
talking about just the Clinton adminis-
tration, I am talking about previous
administrations, too.

It should be No. 1. It should be No. 1.
There should not be one single issue
that should rise above the question of
the drug problem here in the United
States. That is where we are going to
lose our country. That is where we are
going to lose our future if we do not
get serious about it.

This is a small step. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] said
this is only an insult. Let us begin with
an insult. But we have to bring about
the reality of what is going on, what is
going on in the world today. We have a
certification process. Let us use it. Let
us go forward. Let us continue this bi-
partisan effort that we have to pass
this most important piece of legisla-
tion.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time on general de-
bate to the distinguished gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
CHAMBLISS]. The gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY] is recognized for 11⁄4
minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I do not
agree with the administration policy
on Mexico. I certainly do not agree
with their policy on NAFTA. But I am
going to support the committee propo-
sition because I think this entire proc-
ess is ridiculous.

Under the certification process, what
happens is that the Congress requires
the President to certify that the world
is perfect and the conduct of other peo-
ple in the world is perfect. Then when
he has to do that to further the inter-
ests of American foreign policy, the
Congress as an institution then poses
for political holy pictures because he
has to do it when we put him in a box
and virtually require him to do it in
the first place.

It seems to me the question is not
whether Mexico has cooperated. Of
course they have not, certainly not to
the degree we would like to see them
cooperate. But the question is whether
or not we will take an action which
will make it more difficult to obtain
the goal we want with respect to drug

control, because we give additional ar-
guments to those in the struggle
against drugs who are not our friends.

That is the issue. The issue is simply
what action can be taken by the Con-
gress today which will produce the best
results for our kids and for our coun-
try. I submit that that action is to
stick with the committee, not to get
into other political arguments. So I
would strongly urge that we support
the committee’s position.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me begin by first thanking the
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and also the rank-
ing member for having yielded me time
for this debate.

Mr. Speaker, let me also take a mo-
ment to give appreciation to all those
who have risen today and spoken
against the political Goliath that is de-
certification. Let me begin by saying
that our goal, I hope our goal here, is
to keep the drugs off of the streets and
out of the homes of America. Decerti-
fying Mexico, however, dampens our
cooperation with Mexico, and I fear
will do just the opposite of keeping
those drugs out of those homes and off
of those streets.

Let me call Members’ attention to
some statistics and some studies. Al-
most 13 million Americans today use
illicit drugs, and they spend, by most
estimates, somewhere between $50 bil-
lion to perhaps as much as $150 billion
to satisfy that desire.

According to a 1994 Rand Corp. study,
if we want to reduce the consumption
of drugs, we are going to have to spend
a ton of money, but for every $1 million
we spend on trying to reduce the de-
mand on our side, drug rehabilitation,
trying to keep kids off of drugs to
begin with, to do the same amount of
work we do with keeping the demand
down, we have to spend $23 million to
try to stop or help do the eradication
in some of the foreign countries that
are producing the drugs in the first
place; $1 million to try to curtail the
demand, $23 million to try to do the
eradication.

If Members think that is bad, how
much do they think it costs to eradi-
cate, as opposed to trying to reduce the
demand? For every $1 million you
spend to reduce the demand domesti-
cally, you have to spend $11 million to
try to interdict those same drugs that
otherwise would be used.

Certainly it is more cost-effective for
us to try to reduce the demand, make
sure they never hit the streets, those
drugs never hit the streets, and that we
do the best job we can to rehabilitate
those who are using drugs.

Third, a former DEA official has been
quoted to say that the average drug or-
ganization can afford to lose between
70 to 80 percent of its product and still
be profitable. With that type of losses
being sustainable, it is going to take a
lot to stop someone from producing
and shipping drugs into this country.
When you can lose fully 70 to 80 per-

cent of your product and still come out
ahead, you know there is going to be a
big supply.

b 1415

Well, what helps make that supply so
efficient? There are estimates that
somewhere between $10 billion, or 60
percent, of the annual proceeds that
drug cartels receive is placed by them
into corruption financing, buying off
elected officials, buying off law en-
forcement, buying off business people
to help them launder the money, $6 bil-
lion available to drug cartels just to
buy people off. Is it any wonder that on
both sides of our border and not just
the United States-Mexican border but
the United States-Canadian border, we
find that there are so many people will-
ing to help allow these drugs to flow
into our borders.

Mr. Speaker, I think the problem is
one that goes beyond the issue of who
is right, who is wrong, who is helped,
who is not helped. Let me talk for a
moment about the issue of cooperation.
I know many folks have cited already
some of the work that has been done by
the Mexican Government and of course
our own Government to try to stop the
flow of drugs. But I should note for the
record that, since President Zedillo
took office in 1995, the Attorney Gen-
eral from Mexico has dismissed more
than 1,250 Federal law enforcement of-
ficers and technical personnel for cor-
ruption or incompetence and placed
those individuals’ names on a national
register to ensure that they would not
be rehired by any other agency.

Further, Mexico has eradicated per
year more hectares that have mari-
juana than any other country in the
hemisphere. Those are all statistics
that point out that cooperation is nec-
essary, not attacks. If we go the route
of cooperation, what we will find is
that we will be able to do a better job
of interdicting the drugs that come
into our country.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

As I prepare to conclude our argu-
ments, I would like to note some
thoughts expressed by an experienced
drug fighter, DEA Deputy Adminis-
trator Stephen Green, who recently
stated that the Mexican nationalism is
no excuse for its failure to stop drugs
and went on to say, I always question
the argument that United States law
enforcement is infringing on Mexican
nationalism and that they do not need
United States help. He went on to say,
if that is the case, they should do what
they say they are capable of doing.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARMEY], the distinguished major-
ity leader.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York for
yielding me this time.

I would like to begin by expressing
my appreciation to the committee of
jurisdiction, the gentleman from New
York, chairman of the committee, and
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our distinguished colleague from Indi-
ana [Mr. HAMILTON], who recently dis-
appointed us all with his announce-
ment that he may soon retire from this
body.

Mr. Speaker, I understand how dif-
ficult it was for the committee to deal
with this issue. There are a great many
facets of this action that deserve con-
sideration, and there are many trou-
bling things, not the least of which is
the point made just a few minutes ago
by the gentleman from Wisconsin that
perhaps the whole process of certifi-
cation is a process we might want to
reexamine.

But we really have to address things
where we are. As we do that, we have
to have a really sharp focus about what
is it really about. We are concerned
about the political stability of Mexico,
and we are concerned about the eco-
nomic prosperity of Mexico. And I
think I can say that this Congress, this
body has on many, many occasions ex-
pressed their concern on both those
points with concrete actions. We want
for the people of Mexico everything we
want for the people of the United
States in political stability and eco-
nomic well-being.

So the possibility that an action that
we take on this floor might impair ei-
ther of these two goals for the people of
Mexico is a possibility that weighs
heavily on our hearts as we bring a res-
olution to the floor. But that, Mr.
Speaker, is not what this resolution is
about. This resolution is about whether
or not this Congress will put its stamp
of approval on a certification of an ef-
fort by the Government of Mexico to
control the flow of drugs through their
nation and into our Nation.

We are concerned with our focus here
about the adequacy of our own Govern-
ment’s effort to control drug usage in
this country, and there have been
many statements in this debate about
the inadequacy of that effort. I do not
have to recite chapter and verse. So
the essential question is, is this Con-
gress going to demonstrate a resolve to
save not only our children but the chil-
dren of Mexico as well from what can
only be described as the horrors of drug
usage and drug trafficking, the attend-
ance crime, the attendance violence,
the personal and critical danger that
each child faces if they are lured into
this trap of drug usage or drug traffick-
ing? Can we demonstrate a resolve to
the children of this Nation and the
children of our friends and neighbors
south of the border by doing anything
less than saying with this resolution
that this Congress believes too much
about the importance of these children,
cares too much about the outcome in
their lives, demands too much in the
effort that would be made by any gov-
ernment in the interest of protecting
these children to allow a certification
by a government that has failed in its
own responsibilities on behalf of an-
other government that, too, has not
fulfilled all its responsibilities for
those very same precious children in
both countries?

That is what it is about, Mr. Speak-
er. That is what it is about. It is not
about this Congress’s duty to this Gov-
ernment. It is not about this Congress’s
duty to the Mexican Government. It is
not about this Congress’s duty to
things that are real and yet somewhat
abstract in the lives of real people in
their ordinary business of life called
political stability and economic
growth. It is about the safety, security,
happiness of the children of both coun-
tries, and the sacred moral obligation
of all governments, all places to pro-
tect the children from harm, violence,
moral decay, and personal tragedy.

We must stand in support of both the
Hastert amendment and the resolution
brought by this committee because the
children are precious, and the children
is why we address this issue; in doing
so, do so in all respect and a wish of
Godspeed for the prosperity of the
Mexican people and a tranquil stability
in the politics of our friends to the
south as well as a resolve to fulfill our
responsibility in this Congress and this
government for all these children.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished majority leader for
his supporting arguments of our pro-
posal, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I supported
House Joint Resolution 58 today to decertify
Mexico as fully cooperating in the war on
drugs. There are few threats to the health and
welfare of our country more dangerous than
the flood of illegal drugs which is inundating
our borders. President Clinton was correct
when he decertified Colombia as a fully co-
operating partner in the international war on
drugs, but his certification of Mexico’s efforts
is completely unjustified.

My constituents and all Americans face a
very grave danger from illegal drugs from
Mexico. Let’s examine just a few of the facts.
In each of the last 4 years Mexico has been
certified as fully cooperating in the war on
drugs. But, in 1993, 50 percent of all the co-
caine entering the United States came from
Mexico. During this period of fully cooperating,
the amount of cocaine entering the United
States from Mexico increased by 40 percent.
Today, Mexico is the source of 70 percent of
all of the cocaine entering the United States.
I do not understand how any thinking person
can characterize this as fully cooperating.

There are many examples of the corruption
within Mexico’s law enforcement agencies, but
the two most recent examples, which occurred
in the days just before the State Department
certified Mexico’s cooperation, are nothing
short of outrageous. Gen. Jesus Gutierrez
Rebollo, the top official in Mexico’s
counternarcotics program was arrested last
month because of his close association with
one of that country’s most notorious drug
lords. How can this happen? The man who
was commanding Mexico’s war on drugs is an
associate of a drug lord? Unbelievable.

Or, take the example of Humberto Garcia
Abrego, the brother of the head of the Gulf
Cartel. He was arrested on a money-launder-
ing charge, released by a local court because
it was an illegal arrest, taken into custody
again on another court order, and then he
simply walked out of the National Institute for

Combating Drugs. The explanation from the
Mexican Government was that Abrego ‘‘left
* * * before the investigation was completed.
These are examples of Mexican behavior dur-
ing a period of heightened sensitivity toward
the impending certification deadline.

This level of cooperation is unacceptable
and must not be tolerated. Certification of
Mexico at this time will only send the message
that the United States is more than willing to
give a wink and nod to Mexico’s corruption
and inadequate law enforcement. If our war on
drugs is going to succeed, we must vigorously
enforce our policies and hold Mexico account-
able for its clear lack of cooperation in our ef-
forts.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to speak on the final passage of
House Joint Resolution 58, the decertification
of Mexico. This is not a Democratic problem
or a Republican problem, this is indeed an
American problem. I do not think we need a
resolution passed by the House castigating
the administration’s drug policy. My col-
leagues, this problem should be solved in a
more constructive manner. I propose that we
pass a sense of Congress resolution that does
not attack the President of the United States
but that is critical of Mexico. In the case of
Mexico, it is generally estimated that the illegal
drug trade generates $30 billion per year and
the U.S. Treasury estimates that Mexican fi-
nancial institutions launder in the neighbor-
hood of $10 billion per year. It is true that at
least four-fifths of all the illicit drugs consumed
in the United States are of foreign origin, in-
cluding all the cocaine and heroin. It is also
true that most of the cocaine is produced and
transported through Mexico. However, the real
problem is not what is going on in Mexico, but
what is going on with the drug trade in Amer-
ica, and in my own 18th Congressional District
of Houston. In 1994, 47 percent of all drug
arestees nationwide were in the city of Hous-
ton. We must combat the drug problem at
home and we must impress upon our Mexican
neighbors that if they want to continue a good
working relationship with the United States,
then they must improve their enforcement of
the drug trafficking into the United States.
However, decertification in this case might not
be the best answer. Mr. Speaker, I am calling
for a sense of the Congress resolution that
would compel Mexico to cooperate with the
United States when it comes to extradition of
major drug traffickers, cutting down on orga-
nized crime, and arresting and convicting
Mexican drug lords. There are other and more
constructive ways the Congress can act in this
matter, but decertification right now might not
be the way to go. Cutting the source of money
through tougher money laundering laws, how-
ever should be one of our major consider-
ations.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of the administration’s decision to
certify Mexico. If we are serious abut combat-
ing money laundering and drug trafficking, we
must help Mexico and keep them as our ally.
They should not be expected to fight this war
alone.

Money laundering and narcotic trafficking
are a global epidemic—not just Mexico’s. The
Mexican Government—itself—recognizes
these activities as the principal security risk to
that nation. It is up to us to help Mexico con-
structively, instead of slamming the door on a
strong and close friend.
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My colleagues, if we do not support the ad-

ministration, we will be sending the wrong
message to the Government of Mexico. We
should make it clear to our neighbor that we
truly intend to fight this war together. I urge all
of you to support the administration’s Mexico
certification decision and to oppose this reso-
lution.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, the legislation
to decertify Mexico, reflects the failed practice
of legislating foreign policy. My friends, history
has clearly demonstrated that doesn’t work.
This Congress has no authority over foreign
nations and our efforts to legislate another
country’s actions will either be ignored or fan
the flames of anti-Americanism.

The fact is that the normal diplomatic proc-
ess provides the tried and true means to voice
our concerns. Traditional actions such as with-
drawing our Ambassador, limiting or stopping
cooperation, opposing loan requests and a va-
riety of other measures that impact the day-to-
day relations between nations are by far the
most effective means of forcing other nations
to consider our concerns.

What we really should be voting on today is
scraping the entire failed certification process.
Policies, like decertification, which are waived
once they are implemented only serve to in-
crease contempt, while lessening respect, for
American power. Decertification has not
stopped the flow a single dollar’s worth of
drugs from Colombia and decertification of
Mexico will prove no more effective. I rep-
resent well over 600 miles of our border with
Mexico. I know first hand that our current do-
mestic policies are not working. Too many of
my constituents are living in fear of the drug
smugglers. This must stop.

Our Government needs to take substantive
action to get more cooperation from Mexico.
Further statements, such as decertification,
promise only to deliver further failures in the
war on drugs while possibly threatening the
stability of the Mexican economy leading to in-
creasing illegal immigration. My colleagues,
please join me in rolling up your sleeves and
do the hard work of stopping the flow of drugs
rather than continuing the business-as-usual
decertification approach of empty promises.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of House Joint Resolution 58,
and the Hastert amendment. The President
failed to exercise good judgement when, on
February 28, he certified Mexico as a fully co-
operating ally in the war against drugs. Some
30 percent of the heroin, 70 percent of the
marijuana, and 60 percent of the cocaine im-
ported into the United States originates in or
is shipped through Mexico.

That fact alone demonstrates that the brave
men and women of Mexico and Latin America
who are our allies in the war against drugs
face tremendous odds. They face corruption in
their governments. The evil influence of drug
kingpins threatens their lives, livelihoods, and
families day after day. We should recognize
the very real and personal sacrifices they
make to fight an enemy who, by every meas-
ure, is stronger, richer, and more brutal than
they are. All of us salute those allies south of
the border who fight individual wars against il-
legal drugs not because the financial and pro-
fessional rewards are great, but because they
believe it is right. Though they are not Ameri-
cans, they are fighting on behalf of our chil-
dren, our families, and our country. We owe
them a debt of gratitude.

These allies in the war against drugs simply
do not get the support they need from north of
the border.

The enormous global enterprise that is the
illegal drug trade simply would not exist if
there was not an available and willing Amer-
ican market to purchase its deadly product. If
there was no domestic demand for illegal
drugs, if illegal drug abuse was seen by all of
us socially unacceptable, these international
drug kingpins and their ill-gotten wealth would
vanish.

Unfortunately, there is a domestic market for
illegal drugs. It is our young people.

Among 12- to 17-year-olds, since 1992:
Marijuana use has doubled. More impor-

tantly for our children, today’s marijuana is far
more potent than the drug abused in the
1960’s.

LSD use has climbed to record highs.
And the number of young people who have

used any illegal drug has risen an appalling 78
percent.

Furthermore, while teen drug abuse has
climbed the past 4 years, leadership in Wash-
ington has been pulling in different directions.
A parent whose child has lost a life to drugs
does not care which politicians bicker for par-
tisan advantage. They want to know what has
been done, and what needs to be done.

What kind of leadership has President Clin-
ton exercised in the war against drugs?

In 1992, an MTV interviewer asked Bill Clin-
ton whether he would ‘‘inhale’’ given the
chance to ‘‘do it over again.’’ Of course, we’re
talking about inhaling a marijuana joint. Bill
Clinton’s reply: ‘‘Sure, if I could. I tried before.’’

President Clinton slashed the drug czar’s of-
fice 83 percent.

When President Clinton had a Democratic
Congress, they cut Safe and Drug Free
Schools, by $111 million in fiscal year 1994,
and by an additional $21 million in 1995.
Meanwhile, lack of oversight at the Depart-
ment of Education gave over the program to
waste and fraud. Safe and Drug Free Schools
money was spent in Michigan on giant plastic
teeth and toothbrushes, on the idea that kids
who brush don’t abuse drugs. In Fairfax Coun-
ty, it was spent on a $176,000 staff retreat, on
Funds for Lumber for a step aerobics class,
and on a field trip to Deep Run Lodge.

The President’s negotiating team, seeking to
expand antidrug activities in Mexico just days
before the President’s 1997 certification was
due, came away from those negotiations emp-
tyhanded—and then recommended recertifi-
cation of Mexico as an ally in the war on
drugs.

The President’s National Security Council
placed the war on drugs as its 29th priority out
of 29—dead last on its list of national security
priorities.

Faced with these facts, Lee Brown, the
President’s drug policy director, wrote in 1995
about a ‘‘troubling’’ decline in drug prosecu-
tions. And a senior Democratic Congressman,
CHARLIE RANGEL, who is very active on the
drug issue, said ‘‘I have never, never, never
seen a President who cares less about this
issue.’’

Despite the ambiguous message from the
White House, Congress has taken decisive
action in the war against drugs.

We have provided level funding for the Safe
and Drug Free Schools Program, while fight-
ing fraud and abuse. No cuts.

We increased the drug czar’s office, the
DEA budget, Coast Guard antidrug operations,

the State Department’s international narcotics
control program, the Southwest Border States
Anti-drug Information System, and several
other programs like military drug interdiction
over the President’s request.

We are taking action against crystal meth,
which is a major problem in California and the
Southwest, and against trafficking of so-called
roofies, otherwise known as the date-rape
drug.

Without a doubt, more must be done. The
Border Patrol and the Customs Service should
be provided additional resources, beyond the
essentially status-quo levels in the President’s
budget, to fight illegal drugs at the border and
at our ports of entry to combat the supply of
illegal drugs. And domestic demand for illegal
drugs can be reduced through more stringent
law enforcement, random drug testing cam-
paigns, and a relentless campaign of public
education. No one will help our children better
than those closest to them—their parents,
pastors, neighbors, teachers, local police, and
community leaders. When we all publicly
agree that drugs kill, and that their use will not
be tolerated, and repeat that message with
clarity over and over and over again, only then
will we make headway in the war on drugs.

We cannot win the war on drugs with the
Keystone Kops. The unsung heroes who are
fighting drugs every day, in Mexico and across
Latin America, and in homes and schools
across the United States, demand a vote of
confidence in their work. Let us take up their
battle and fight to win.

I am attaching two articles that Members
may find of interest. The first outlines the Clin-
ton administration’s complete failure to prop-
erly advance the war on drugs in Latin Amer-
ica. The second is an op-ed I wrote last fall,
making a call to arms against illegal drug
abuse.

[From the San Diego Union-Tribune, Mar. 12,
1997]

U.S. FAILED TO GET MEXICO TO RESHAPE WAR
ON DRUGS

(By Marcus Stern)
WASHINGTON—Eight days before President

Clinton’s Feb. 28 decision to give Mexico’s
anti-drug program his seal of approval, U.S.
Attorney General Janet Reno issued a
tongue-lashing to Mexico Foreign Minister
Jose Angel Gurria.

The icy rebuke delivered in her stately
conference room and Gurria’s angry reaction
to it set a confrontational tone for the next
eight days as U.S. officials tried—and ulti-
mately failed—to wring meaningful conces-
sions from Mexico to reshape the fight
against drugs.

Mexico’s refusal to grant immediate con-
cessions could influence a House vote ex-
pected this week to try to overturn Clinton’s
controversial decision to label Mexico a co-
operative partner in the war on drugs.

Throughout the week leading up to Clin-
ton’s decision, Reno and other U.S. officials
aggressively pushed Mexico on numerous
nettlesome issues, such as a broader extra-
dition policy and permission for U.S. anti-
drug agents to carry guns in Mexico.

But, even though they came away empty-
handed at the end of the week, senior Clin-
ton administration officials nonetheless
walked into the Cabinet Room of the White
House on Feb. 28 and urged the president to
certify Mexico. Those who were troubled by
continuing signs of corruption in Mexico, in-
cluding Reno, nonetheless concluded that
certification was the only realistic political
option.
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‘‘Some people thought it was the right

thing to do,’’ said one of those in attendance,
‘‘and some people thought it was the only
choice.’’

But many members of Congress are reject-
ing the administration’s view that yanking
Mexico’s certification could jeopardize its
economic recovery, undermine President
Ernesto Zedillo’s political standing and lead
to less cooperation.

With sentiment running heavily against
the president, the House is expected to vote
this week on whether to overturn Clinton’s
decision, and the full Senate is expected to
consider similar legislation as soon as next
week.

Clinton administration officials insist that
no effort was made to pressure Mexico into
concessions in exchange for certification.
However, the discussions have been shrouded
in secrecy and confusion. Conflicting and
ambiguous statements have been issued by
both sides about what transpired between
the two countries during the days leading up
to the president’s decision.

Unofficial accounts of the flurry of diplo-
matic exchanges suggest that concerted ef-
forts were made to win concessions from
Mexico during that period. However, the
tone of the exchanges became marked by
confrontation rather than conciliation, and
by the end of the week there were no signals
coming from Mexican officials that they
were ready to consider clear concessions.

The U.S. push for them began when For-
eign Minister Gurria landed in Washington
on Feb. 20 for two days of talks with admin-
istration officials.

It was his first visit since U.S. officials had
been stunned by news that Gen. Jesus
Gutierrez Rebollo, the newly installed coor-
dinator of Mexico’s anti-drug program, had
been arrested after allegations that he had
maintained a long association with one of
Mexico’s most power drug cartel leaders.

After making a stop at the State Depart-
ment, Gurria headed to the Justice Depart-
ment for a 45-minute meeting with Reno,
who would play the role of the bad cop dur-
ing the U.S. negotiations with Gurria that
week.

‘‘It was not a pleasant meeting,’’ said a
senior Mexican official. ‘‘The attorney gen-
eral was very tough. She said they were very
upset about the whole incident of Gutierrez
Rebollo. She said it turned the whole ques-
tion of certification upside down.’’

Reno raised a range of issues on which
quick progress was needed.

‘‘We clearly understood them as require-
ments the U.S. administration felt it needed
either to certify or to justify a decision to
certify,’’ the Mexican official said. ‘‘We knew
there was a lot of infighting within the ad-
ministration and without some of these is-
sues being resolved it was going to be very
difficult for them to certify us.’’

The next morning, Gurria met Clinton’s
drug czar, Gen. Barry McCaffrey.

‘‘The tone was the same,’’ said a White
House official. ‘‘Gen. McCaffrey expressed
how extremely distraught he was with what
happened with Gutierrez Rebollo. He told
Gurria we face a problem with Congress and
that progress in some areas would be ex-
tremely helpful.’’

Gurria flew back to Mexico City and dur-
ing the days ahead he publicly warned the
Clinton administration that anything less
than full certification would ‘‘make us doubt
whether cooperating with the United States
would bring anything other than a lot of
grief.’’

The tough rhetoric was partly a precaution
to avoid public impressions in Mexico that
he was yielding to demands from Washing-
ton, but it was also a genuine statement of
his pique with the pressure from U.S. offi-
cials, said officials close to Gurria.

‘‘I don’t think he was happy with the way
things were being played out,’’ said a senior
Mexican official. ‘‘All of his statements in
Mexico City are a clear indication of that.’’

At one point during the week, Gurria re-
portedly called Reno and gave her an unusu-
ally blunt piece of his mind over the pressure
being applied.

The night before Clinton was to announce
his decision on whether he would certify
Mexico, there were still no signs from Mexi-
can officials that they intended to act on the
points raised by Reno, McCaffrey and others.
Officials in Mexico City remained in the
dark about whether Mexico would be cer-
tified the next day.

Shortly after noon Feb. 28, a group of sen-
ior officials filed into the White House Cabi-
net Room, where they soon were joined by
the president. Among those in the room were
Reno, McCaffrey, Treasury Secretary Robert
Rubin and Secretary of State Madeleine
Albright. She would make the official rec-
ommendation to the president.

Despite the failure to conclude any con-
crete agreements with Mexico during the
previous eight days, the president accepted
Albright’s recommendation that he certify.

[From the San Diego Union-Tribune, Sept.
24, 1996]

A CALL TO ARMS AGAINST YOUTH DRUG ABUSE

(By Randy ‘‘Duke’’ Cunningham)
America’s young people are in danger.
Alarming new statistics show drug use

skyrocketing among teen-agers. Drugs have
invaded our classrooms, our homes and our
communities. They have destroyed promis-
ing young lives, torn families apart and
crushed hope. We can continue to go down
this destructive path, or we can act now to
save our children’s future.

Illustrating the depth of this crisis are re-
ports from the Department of Health and
Human Services that show overall drug use
among 12- to 17-year-olds has increased an
appalling 78 percent from 1992 to 1995. Among
14- and 15-year-olds, marijuana use has
jumped 200 percent. Use of LSD and other
hallucinogens has nearly tripled among
young people during the same time.

In 1994, emergency-room reports of co-
caine-related episodes were at their highest
level over. And emergency room reports for
methamphetamine (‘‘meth’’), a powerful and
deadly drug widely popular among teens in
San Diego and the western United States,
are up a whopping 308 percent.

These are not mere statistics. Behind
every number is a young person whose life
has taken a dangerous turn. We must take
this crisis seriously. We must strengthen
America’s families by having a real war on
drugs at our borders, in our communities,
schools and homes. We can win this war, but
only with a serious commitment from every-
one—parents, teachers, clergy, local police,
entertainers, the media, Congress and the
president of the United States.

We cannot, however, win this war with the
current cavalier attitude toward illicit drug
use. It has sent a powerful and dangerous
message to America’s children that drugs are
OK. We don’t need parents or society saying
drugs are just a passing fancy that we all go
through. We don’t need the entertainment
industry to falsely romanticize drugs in
movies or TV shows. And we don’t need
President Clinton to maintain the attitude
of candidate Clinton, who told teens on MTV
that he would inhale if he had the chance to
do it again.

What we need from our policy leaders and
law enforcement is a real war on drugs. We
must get tough on drug dealers, fully fund
the war on drugs, and stop drugs at the bor-
der. We must reverse the Clinton record: 80

percent cuts in the Office of National Drug
Control Policy staff, fewer drug-enforcement
agents, reduced drug-interdiction efforts, de-
clining drug prosecutions, reduced manda-
tory-minimum sentences for drug trafficking
and ‘‘soft on crime’’ liberal judges.

Congress has already begun to revitalize
the drug war by pumping $7.1 billion into
anti-drug programs. We are going right to
the source, focusing our efforts on countries
where drugs originate. And to help halt the
flow of drugs into America, our immigration-
reform bill doubles our Border Patrol over
the next five years. We also passed a law
that stops activist federal judges from order-
ing the early release of violent criminals and
drug traffickers. Those who would peddle de-
struction on our children must pay dearly.

To give states the resources and flexibility
to crack down to juvenile drug use and vio-
lent crime, I introduced the Juvenile Crime
Prevention Act. It established mandatory-
minimum prison sentences for juveniles who
use firearms during drug-trafficking of-
fenses.

And the bill gives states the tools they
need to hold youth accountable for their ac-
tions before they become serious, violent
criminals. We recognize that if we turn trou-
bled young persons around, we give them an-
other chance at the American Dream.

Crucial to winning the war on drugs and
education and community campaigns. So on
Thursday, my House Subcommittee on Early
Childhood, Youth and Families will team up
with Government Reform Oversight to send
a strong message to Americans: Drugs kill.
We will hear from health and community ex-
perts on what can be done to reverse the
drug crisis. And we will also examine ways
to marshal community leadership and re-
sources to start local anti-drug coalitions.

Finally, I believe we must revive in word
and deed the simple phrase, ‘‘Just Say No,’’
coined by Nancy Reagan in the 1980s. While
cynical elites once joked about its effective-
ness, I believe it played a significant role in
reducing drug use.

Many successful community-based initia-
tives were modeled on this campaign. It
helped establish the mind-set among Ameri-
ca’s teens that zero tolerance for drugs was
‘‘cool,’’ an attitude that is in jeopardy today.

While Washington sets a standard and pro-
vides resources to fight the drug war, no one
can help our children better than those clos-
est to them—parents, teachers, local law en-
forcement and community leaders. We can-
not fail our children by dismissing drug use
with a wink and a nod, ignoring it, or slash-
ing funds to fight it. We must meet the chal-
lenge head-on. We must let our children
know that drugs kill, and their use will not
be tolerated. Only then will we be victorious.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 95, the
joint resolution is considered read for
amendment.

The text of House Joint Resolution 58
is as follows:

H.J. RES. 58
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That pursuant to sub-
section (d) of section 490 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j), the Con-
gress disapproves the determination of the
President with respect to Mexico for fiscal
year 1997 that is contained in the certifi-
cation (transmittal No. 97–18) submitted to
the Congress by the President under sub-
section (b) of that section on February 28,
1997.

The Clerk will designate the commit-
tee amendment printed in the joint res-
olution.
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The text of the committee amend-

ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

Strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:

H.J. RES. 58
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DISAPPROVAL OF DETERMINATION

OF PRESIDENT REGARDING MEXICO.
Pursuant to subsection (d) of section 490 of

the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2291j), Congress disapproves the determina-
tion of the President with respect to Mexico
for fiscal year 1997 that is contained in the
certification (transmittal No. 97–18) submit-
ted to Congress by the President under sub-
section (b) of that section on February 28,
1997.
SEC 2. WAIVER OF REQUIREMENT TO WITHHOLD

ASSISTANCE FOR MEXICO.
(a) WAIVER.—Notwithstanding subsections

(e) and (f) of section 490 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, the requirement to
withhold United States assistance and to
vote against multilateral development bank
assistance contained in such subsection (e)
shall not apply with respect to Mexico until
March 1, 1998, if at any time after the date of
the enactment of this joint resolution, the
President submits to Congress a determina-
tion and certification described in subsection
(b) of this section.

(b) DETERMINATION AND CERTIFICATION.—A
determination and certification described in
this subsection is a determination and cer-
tification consistent with section 490(b)(1)(B)
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 that
the vital national interests of the United
States require that the assistance withheld
pursuant to section 490(e)(1) of such Act be
provided for Mexico and that the United
States not vote against multilateral develop-
ment bank assistance for Mexico pursuant to
section 490(e)(2) of such Act.
SEC. 3. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

For purposes of section 490(d) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, this joint resolu-
tion shall be deemed to have been enacted
within 30 calendar days after February 28,
1997.
SEC. 4. CONSULTATIONS WITH THE CONGRESS.

(a) CONSULTATIONS.—The President shall
consult with the Congress on the status of
counter-narcotics cooperation between the
United States and each major illicit drug
producing country or major drug-transit
country.

(b) PURPOSE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The purpose of the con-

sultations under subsection (a) shall be to fa-
cilitate improved discussion and understand-
ing between the Congress and the President
on United States counter-narcotics goals and
objectives with regard to the countries de-
scribed in subsection (a), including the strat-
egy for achieving such goals and objectives.

(2) REGULAR AND SPECIAL CONSULTATIONS.—
In order to carry out paragraph (1), the
President (or senior officials designated by
the President who are responsible for inter-
national narcotics programs and policies)
shall meet with Members of Congress—

(A) on a quarterly basis for discussions and
consultations; and

(B) whenever time-sensitive issues arise.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is now
in order to consider the further amend-
ment specified in House Report 105–20,
as modified by the order of the House
of today.

AMENDMENT, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY MR.
HASTERT

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment, as modified.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment,
as modified.

The text of amendment, as modified,
is as follows:

Amendment, as modified, offered by
Mr. HASTERT:

Page 2, after line 7, insert the following:
SECTION 1. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS; DEC-

LARATION OF POLICY.
(a) GENERAL FINDINGS.—The Congress finds

the following:
(1) International drug traffickers, aided by

individuals in the United States and across
the Western Hemisphere who sell and distrib-
ute deadly drugs, pose the largest threat to
Americans since the end of the Cold War.

(2) The United States is faced with a sup-
ply of drugs that is cheaper, more potent,
and more available than at any time in our
history.

(3) The drug cartels are becoming wealthi-
er, bolder, and closer to the United States,
and their corruption of officials is beginning
to reach inside the United States.

(4)(A) No single action is a sufficient re-
sponse to the threat posed to our society by
illegal drugs.

(B) The goal of the United States is to save
our children by eliminating the illegal drug
trade.

(C) The United States Government must
set forth a comprehensive strategy that dedi-
cates the resources necessary to decisively
win the war on drugs.

(b) THREAT DRUGS POSE TO OUR CHILDREN.—
The Congress further finds the following:

(1)(A) Casual teenage drug use trends have
suffered a marked reversal over the past 5
years. Casual teenage drug use has dramati-
cally increased for virtually every childhood
age group and for virtually every illicit drug,
including heroin, crack, cocaine hydro-
chloride, lysergic acid diethylamide (LSD),
non-LSD hallucinogens, methamphetamine,
inhalants, stimulants, and marijuana (often
laced with phencyclidine (PCP) and cocaine).

(B) Specifically, illicit drug use among 8th
and 10th graders has doubled in the last 5
years. 8 percent of 6th graders, 23 percent of
7th graders, and 33 percent of 8th graders
have tried marijuana. Since 1993, the number
of 8th graders using marijuana has increased
146 percent and overall teen drug use is up 50
percent.

(2) Rising casual teenage drug use is close-
ly correlated with rising juvenile violent
crime, as reported by the Department of Jus-
tice.

(3) If rising teenage drug use and the close
correlation with violent juvenile crime con-
tinue to rise on their current path, the Unit-
ed States will experience a doubling of vio-
lent crime by 2010, according to the Depart-
ment of Justice’s Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention.

(4) The nature of casual teenage drug use is
changing, such that annual or infrequent
teenage experimentation with illegal drugs
is being replaced by regular, monthly, or ad-
dictive teenage drug use.

(5) Nationwide, drug-related emergencies
are at an all-time high, having risen for 5
straight years by increments of between 10
and 30 percentage points per year for each
drug measured.

(6) The nationwide street price for most il-
licit drugs is lower than at any time in re-
cent years, and the potency of those same
drugs, particularly heroin, crack and mari-
juana, is higher.

(c) THE FAILED ANTIDRUG POLICY.—The
Congress further finds the following:

(1) United States Government strategy has
dramatically shifted precious antidrug re-
sources away from United States priorities

set in the 1980’s—away from the prior empha-
sis on drug prevention for children, drug
interdiction, and international source coun-
try programs.

(2) United States Government strategy has
been weak in responding to statutory dead-
lines, has been characterized by an absence
of statutorily mandated measurable goals,
lack of effective coordination and program
accountability, and often untargeted and in-
sufficient funding, from the smallest agen-
cies involved in the drug war up to and in-
cluding the White House Drug Policy Office.

(3) It has been reported that United States
Government policy reduced the national se-
curity priority placed on international drug
trafficking from the top tier (number 3) to
the bottom tier (number 29).

(4) United States Government policy has
emphasized additional funding for unproven
drug treatment techniques at the expense of
accountable drug prevention programs that
effectively teach a right-wrong distinction.

(5) The United States Government has
failed to assess the outcomes of $3,000,000,000
spent per year in drug rehabilitation and has
failed to shift resources from ineffective pro-
grams to programs that save lives.

(6) United States Government policy has
not offered sufficient flexibility to local and
State law enforcement agencies to combat
drug abuse through measures such as addi-
tional block grant funding.

(7) United States Government strategy has
not properly emphasized the important, in-
creased role that can legitimately be played
by the National Guard, the United States
military, and United States intelligence
agencies in confronting the rising drug traf-
ficking threat.

(8) United States Government strategy
underemphasizes community and parental
actions and the need to engage children at
an early age in prevention activities.

(9) For the past four years, United States
Government strategy has failed to use the
media to communicate a consistent, intense
antidrug message to young people.

(d) DECLARATION OF POLICY.—The Congress
declares that—

(1) a thorough review of the United States
counternarcotics strategy is urgently need-
ed; and

(2) the establishment of a commission on
international narcotics control in accord-
ance with section 6 will assist in such re-
view.

Page 2, line 8, strike ‘‘section 1’’ and insert
‘‘sec. 2’’.

Page 2, line 10, strike ‘‘Pursuant to’’ and
insert ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to’’.

Page 2, line 11, insert before ‘‘Congress’’
the following: ‘‘effective 90 days after the
date of the enactment of this joint resolu-
tion’’.

Page 2, after line 16, insert the following:
(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not

take effect if, within 90 days after the date of
the enactment of this joint resolution, the
President determines and reports in writing
to the Congress that the President has ob-
tained reliable assurances of substantial
progress toward—

(1) obtaining authorization from the Gov-
ernment of Mexico to allow additional
agents of the Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion, or other United States law enforcement
agents (as of February 28, 1997), for critical
narcotics control operations in Mexico, in-
cluding authorization of appropriate privi-
leges and immunities for such agents;

(2) obtaining authorization from the Gov-
ernment of Mexico to allow United States
law enforcement agents in Mexico to carry
firearms for self-defense in areas where re-
quired to cooperate with the Government of
Mexico on narcotics control efforts;

(3) obtaining assurances of substantial
progress by, and commitments from, the
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Government of Mexico that the Government
will take concrete measures to find and
eliminate law enforcement corruption in
Mexico and will cooperate fully with United
States law enforcement personnel on narcot-
ics control matters;

(4) obtaining assurances of substantial
progress by, and commitments from, the
Government of Mexico that the Government
will extradite Mexican nationals wanted by
the United States Government for drug traf-
ficking and other drug-related offenses;

(5) obtaining assurances from the Govern-
ment of Mexico that the Government is mak-
ing substantial progress in securing aircraft
overflight and refueling rights that are nec-
essary for full cooperation with the United
States on narcotics control efforts, including
adequate aircraft radar coverage to monitor
and detect all aircraft entering and
transiting through Mexico that are sus-
pected of involvement in drug trafficking;
and

(6) obtaining assurances from the Govern-
ment of Mexico that the Government is mak-
ing substantial progress toward a permanent
maritime agreement with the United States
to allow vessels of the United States Coast
Guard and other appropriate vessels to halt
and hold drug traffickers pursued into Mexi-
can waters.

Page 2, line 17, strike ‘‘sec. 2’’ and insert
‘‘sec. 3’’.

Page 3, line 12, strike ‘‘sec. 3’’ and insert
‘‘sec. 4’’.

Page 3, line 17, strike ‘‘sec. 4’’ and insert
‘‘sec. 5’’.

Page 4, after line 12, add the following:
SEC. 6. HIGH LEVEL COMMISSION ON INTER-

NATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-

lowing:
(1) The consumption of narcotics in the

United States is a serious problem that is
ravaging the United States, especially Amer-
ica’s youth.

(2) Despite the dedicated and persistent ef-
forts of the United States and other nations,
international narcotics trafficking and con-
sumption remains a serious problem.

(3) The total eradication of international
narcotics trafficking requires a long-term
strategy that necessitates close inter-
national cooperation.

(4) The annual certification process relat-
ing to international narcotics control under
section 490 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j) is flawed because—

(A) the process addresses only whether or
not the source country is cooperating with
United States narcotics control efforts and
does not take into account all underlying
factors;

(B) the process reviews narcotics control
efforts only on an annual basis; and

(C) the process fails to account for the di-
vergent economic, political, and social cir-
cumstances of countries under review which
can influence the decision by the United
States to decertify a foreign nation, thereby
leading to unpredictability, non-trans-
parency, and lack of international credibil-
ity in the process.

(5) The problem of international narcotics
trafficking is not being effectively addressed
by the annual certification process under
section 490 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j).

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a
commission to be known as the High Level
Commission on International Narcotics Con-
trol (hereinafter referred to as the ‘‘Commis-
sion’’).

(c) DUTIES.—The Commission shall conduct
a review of the annual certification process
relating to international narcotics control
under section 490 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j) to determine the

effectiveness of such process in curtailing
international drug trafficking, and the effec-
tiveness of such process in reducing drug use
and consumption within the United States.

(d) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Com-

mission shall consist of 14 members, as fol-
lows:

(A) The Secretary of State or the Sec-
retary’s designee.

(B) The Secretary of the Treasury or the
Secretary’s designee.

(C) The Attorney General or the Attorney
General’s designee.

(D) The Director of the Office of National
Drug Control Policy or the Director’s des-
ignee.

(E) The Governors of the States of Arizona,
California, New Mexico, and Texas, or their
designees.

(F) The following Members of Congress ap-
pointed not later than 30 days after the date
of the enactment of this joint resolution as
follows:

(i)(I) 2 Members of the House of Represent-
atives appointed by the Speaker of the House
of Representatives.

(II) 1 member of the House of Representa-
tives appointed by the minority leader of the
House of Representatives.

(ii)(I) 2 Members of the Senate appointed
by the majority leader of the Senate.

(II) 1 member of the Senate appointed by
the minority leader of the Senate.

(2) TERMS.—Each member of the Commis-
sion shall be appointed for the life of the
Commission.

(3) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Commis-
sion shall be filled in the manner in which
the original appointment was made.

(4) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of the
Commission shall be elected by the mem-
bers.

(5) BASIC PAY.—Each member shall serve
without pay. Each member shall receive
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of
subsistence, in accordance with sections 5702
and 5703 of title 5, United States Code.

(6) QUORUM.—A majority of the members
shall constitute a quorum for the trans-
action of business.

(7) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet
at the call of the chairperson.

(e) DIRECTOR AND STAFF; EXPERTS AND CON-
SULTANTS.—

(1) DIRECTOR.—The Commission shall have
a director who shall be appointed by the
chairperson subject to rules prescribed by
the Commission.

(2) STAFF.—Subject to rules prescribed by
the Commission, the chairperson may ap-
point and fix the pay of such additional per-
sonnel as the chairperson considers appro-
priate.

(3) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERVICE
LAWS.—The director and staff of the Commis-
sion may be appointed without regard to
title 5, United States Code, governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service, and
may be paid without regard to the require-
ments of chapter 51 and subchapter III of
chapter 53 of such title relating to classifica-
tion and General Schedule pay rates, except
that an individual so appointed may not re-
ceive pay in excess of the maximum annual
rate of basic pay payable for GS-15 of the
General Schedule.

(4) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The chair-
person may procure temporary and intermit-
tent services under section 3109(b) of title 5,
United States Code, at rates for individuals
not to exceed the daily equivalent of the
maximum annual rate of basic pay payable
for GS-15 of the General Schedule.

(5) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon re-
quest of the chairperson, the head of any
Federal agency may detail, on a reimburs-
able basis, any of the personnel of the agency

to the Commission to assist the Commission
in carrying out its duties.

(f) POWERS.—
(1) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.—The chair-

person may secure directly from any Federal
agency information necessary to enable the
Commission to carry out its duties. Upon re-
quest of the chairperson, the head of the
agency shall furnish such information to the
Commission to the extent such information
is not prohibited from disclosure by law.

(2) MAILS.—The Commission may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as other Federal
agencies.

(3) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.—
Upon the request of the chairperson, the Ad-
ministrator of General Services shall provide
to the Commission, on a reimbursable basis,
the administrative support services nec-
essary for the Commission to carry out its
duties.

(4) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—The chairperson
may contract with and compensate govern-
ment and private agencies or persons for the
purpose of conducting research, surveys, and
other services necessary to enable the Com-
mission to carry out its duties.

(g) REPORTS.—
(1) INTERIM REPORT.—Not later than 6

months after the date of the enactment of
this joint resolution, the Commission shall
prepare and submit to the President and the
Congress an interim report on the following:

(A) The overall effectiveness of the annual
certification process relating to inter-
national narcotics control under section 490
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C 2291j) in curtailing international drug
trafficking.

(B) The impact of such annual certification
process in enhancing international
counternarcotics cooperation.

(C) The transparency and predictability of
such annual certification process in curtail-
ing international drug trafficking.

(D) Recommendations for actions that are
necessary—

(i) to eliminate international narcotics
trafficking;

(ii) to improve cooperation among coun-
tries in efforts to curtail international nar-
cotics trafficking, including necessary steps
to identify all areas in which inter-American
cooperation can be initiated and institu-
tionalized; and

(iii) to improve the transparency and pre-
dictability of the annual certification proc-
ess relating to international narcotics con-
trol under section 490 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j).

(E) Any additional measures to win the
war on drugs.

(2) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of the enactment of this joint
resolution, the Commission shall prepare and
submit to the President and the Congress a
final report that, at a minimum, contains
the following:

(A) Information that meets the require-
ments of the information described in the
initial report under paragraph (1) and that
has been updated since the date of the sub-
mission of the interim report, as appro-
priate.

(B) Any other related information that the
Commission considers to be appropriate.

(h) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall
terminate 6 months after the date on which
the Commission submits its final report
under subsection (g)(2).

(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated such sums as may be necessary
to carry out this section.

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts authorized to
be appropriated under paragraph (1) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 95, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT] and
a Member opposed, each will control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT].

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to thank the chairman of the
Committee on International Relations,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN] and certainly the ranking
member, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HAMILTON] for the fine work that
they have done on this issue.

Let me say that my amendment, first
of all, does not change the decertifica-
tion of Mexico. What we do is to stay
that decertification for 90 days. What
we are trying to say is there has got to
be a commonsense approach with our
Government, who is not without fault,
certainly, in the drug program, we
have the demand problems and, cer-
tainly, with the Government of Mexico
who I do not think anybody can argue
that they have fully cooperated over
the years and deserve certification.

What we are saying is that our Presi-
dent and our State Department reach
out to the people of Mexico and the
President of Mexico to get, over a 90-
day period, assurances of substantial
progress in several areas, several areas
such as our law enforcement agents
being able to work in Mexico and being
able to defend themselves, assurances
that Mexico does not become a safe
haven for dangerous drug felons who
commit crimes. We need to be able to,
both countries, get the extradition
agreements that we need to have.

We need to get vital antidrug radars
in place in the south of Mexico. That
needs to happen. We need to get perma-
nent maritime agreements to stop drug
traffickers who are skirting our law en-
forcement agencies and duck into
Mexican waters. Twenty out of twenty
six countries in the Caribbean have
that agreement.

And we need to get concrete progress
on rooting out corruption, not only on
our side of the border but also on the
Mexican side of the border. That needs
to happen.

Who benefits from this? Is it the
Mexican Government? No. Is it our
Government? No. But let me tell Mem-
bers about my district.

I have the cities of Aurora and Elgin,
IL. Aurora, IL, where my brother
teaches in junior high, has had one of
his Mexican American children, His-
panic children killed this year by nar-
cotics traffickers, shot down in the
streets next to his home. Why? Because
the drugs come across our borders. It is
not just American kids who get killed.
It is kids that are of a Hispanic origin,
American and Mexican origins. We
need to work together to solve the
problem.

People have said that this whole
issue of certification is flawed. We need
to have a commission to take a look at
it and find a commonsense way to treat

it. This amendment is a commonsense
way that our Government can work to-
gether, that we stay the decertification
for 90 days, that we find a way to solve
the problem.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
LAHOOD]. Is the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HAMILTON] opposed to the
amendment?

Mr. HAMILTON. I am, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDEN-
SON].

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, let
me say that what we are faced with
here is a diversion from Hershey. We
have great discussions about biparti-
sanship and rather than dealing with
the responsibilities that are before us,
we take up the campaign rhetoric over
the debate on how to proceed inter-
nally in this country on the issue of
fighting drugs. A legitimate issue, we
ought to take it up.

You are in the majority. Bring a bill
to the floor that provides a new drug
policy. But the challenge before the
Congress, as it came from the Commit-
tee on International Relations, is a
challenge that has to deal with the
issue of whether or not we feel that our
Mexican neighbor has met the require-
ments in laws established in this Con-
gress to deal with fighting of drugs and
fighting the shipment of drugs and the
operations in the drug industry.

When we look at the bottom of page
3, page 4 and page 5, we are not dealing
with Mexican certification. We are tak-
ing the Dole campaign language or
some variation on it. We are going
after the Clinton administration. You
may want to go after the Clinton ad-
ministration and maybe you ought to
be after the Clinton administration on
drug policy. Maybe you have dif-
ferences.

b 1430
That is not what we ought to be

doing here today. What we ought to do
here today is fulfill our responsibil-
ities. There are some people here that
say the Mexicans have tried, they
maybe have not made it, but it would
be very damaging to reject the Mexi-
cans altogether.

Some of us on the Committee on
International Relations understand the
pressure the President was under to
help a President of Mexico he was
working with, and he certified them.
Some other people, myself included,
joined with the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN] to say, ‘‘Maybe
they tried but they haven’t met the
law and we don’t think they’ve met
certification, they haven’t really ful-
filled their responsibility, but we think
it is in the vital national interest to
continue to work with the Mexicans.’’

That is not what this amendment is
about. This amendment is about bash-

ing the administration. That is a great
sideshow. But we ought to make a deci-
sion here. If we are going to have
speeches about bipartisanship, about
sticking to the substance, then we
ought to do it. There are legitimate po-
sitions to argue here. Some people
argue, ‘‘Certify them, they’re trying,
they’ve lost lots of police officers,
they’re making an effort and this
would hurt the Mexican Government if
we don’t do it.’’

Some feel, ‘‘Yes, you’ve made an ef-
fort, you haven’t met the law, we ought
to use our vital national interests of
both countries to certify.’’ That is not
what this amendment is about.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my friends on
both sides of the aisle to reject this
amendment if we want to do the work
we were sent here to do. If we want to
play politics and rerun the Presidential
campaign, then vote for this amend-
ment. If we want to deal with the na-
tional policies on how we fight drugs
here in more than political rhetoric,
bring the bill forward, bring the budget
forward. If we want to deal with the re-
sponsibilities we have, then let us deal
with this issue in the way it was meant
to be dealt with.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL-
MAN].

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to rise in
support of the amendment of the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT]. He has worked
long and hard in the fight against illicit narcot-
ics from abroad.

Staying the effect of decertification for 90
days until we see evidence presented by the
President of increased Mexican cooperation in
fighting drugs is a sound idea.

Extraditions of Mexican nationals on real
drug charges so that they can stand trial here
in the United States, maritime boarding agree-
ments, and the effective assignment of more
DEA agents to Mexico; these are significant
efforts forward. They can seriously help fight
the war on drugs along our long Mexican bor-
der to the South.

For far too long, the administration has been
satisfied with business as usual in this serious
drug situation with Mexico, and glossed over it
with high-level official photo ops, while these
items languished unresolved.

No more. Congress wants to see real, con-
crete action by the administration to bring
about real change in stemming the flow of
nearly 50 to 60 percent of the illicit drugs com-
ing to our Nation across Mexico, and later de-
stroying our kids.

For those critics who might say nothing
works, and the United States demand is the
major factor in the crisis of drugs, let me re-
mind them of a little recent history.

Not long ago, this nation was able to reduce
monthly cocaine use by nearly 80 percent dur-
ing a sustained period from 1985 to 1992. We
went from 5.8 million monthly cocaine users
down to just 1.3 million cocaine users, each
month. Few Federal programs can point to
such success.
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Nancy Reagan’s ‘‘Just Say No’’ policy, com-

bined with tough eradication, interdiction, and
strong law enforcement on the supply side,
along with education, treatment, and rehabili-
tation on the demand side, worked.

The administration needs to get back to ba-
sics.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to support
the Hastert amendment to House Joint Reso-
lution 58.

Let’s send a message both to this adminis-
tration and to the Mexican Government that
the American people have spoken, enough is
enough. Let our children and our future gen-
erations not have to endure the scourge of il-
licit drugs from abroad.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. PORTMAN] who is well noted for
his work on both supply and demand
reduction in this country.

Mr. PORTMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I am rising today be-
cause I am in strong support of this ap-
proach, the Hastert amendment. I
think it is a balanced and reasonable
approach. As the gentleman said, I
have been involved in this issue, actu-
ally not on the supply side, on the de-
mand side. I have focused more on pre-
vention, on education, on trying to
help in our communities to change
kids’ attitudes so they do not do drugs,
trying to make a real difference in re-
versing what is a very tragic trend
around our country of younger and
younger kids using drugs more and
more.

One thing I like about this amend-
ment is I do not think it does point the
finger at Mexico. Let me read some-
thing in the amendment. It clearly
states in the findings, ‘‘No single ac-
tion is a sufficient response to the
threat posed to our society by illegal
drugs.’’ It goes on. It talks about the
need to emphasize in our drug control
policy prevention, education, commu-
nity action, parents, getting our par-
ents to talk to their kids about the
dangers of drug abuse, why it is wrong.
If we do that, we are really going to
make a difference. I do not think any-
thing is more important.

But this fight also needs to be fought
at every level. How can we say we are
really serious about fighting the drug
war if, in the face of all the evidence
we have, we simply certify Mexico? It
just does not make any sense.

It does not need to be partisan, it
should be bipartisan, but how can we in
our communities push this, do every-
thing we can in Congress? And I was
just testifying on the bill we have got
before a subcommittee on the commu-
nity side of this thing. We need to do
more, all of us, both sides of the aisle.
And Congress needs to do more.

But how can we with any legitimacy
be out there pushing this drug war and
then say Mexico deserves certification?
They cannot get a clean bill of health.
It just does not make sense.

Instead we need to do something rea-
sonable. I think this is reasonable. We
do not decertify Mexico. Instead we

give the President 90 days. We say the
President can work with Mexico for 90
days on 6 what I think are very tan-
gible, very concrete and legitimate
concerns. If the President works with
Mexico during this 90-day period, cer-
tification can result. The effort to re-
duce drugs in this country, the future
of our kids, is too important for us not
to do all we can to get Mexico to do the
right thing.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair would advise both
Members that the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. HAMILTON] has the right to
close on this amendment.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW].

Mr. SHAW. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, in the years that I have
been in Congress, I cannot think of one
time that I have disagreed with the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL-
MAN] or the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HASTERT] on a question having to
do with the war on drugs. Both of these
gentlemen have been in the forefront of
every worthwhile project. And I must
say, in looking at the amendment that
has been filed and that is before the
House at this time, that the 6 points
are very well thought out and should
be in this bill.

However, going on to the second pro-
vision in the bill, we find what for
many of our Democrat friends will be a
poison pill. It is unnecessary. It does
not add to the meaning of the bill and
it should not be part of this particular
bill. I regret that it is in there, and
therefore I must reluctantly oppose
this particular amendment.

I think it is time for us to build an
alliance on what we agree upon and not
try to, when we find that we are com-
ing together on an issue and working
on such an important issue, with
Democrats and Republicans working
together and building an alliance, we
should not trample on that alliance by
putting something into an amendment
that is going to be a difficult poison
pill for our friends on the Democrat
side to swallow. Therefore, I disagree
with this particular provision within
the amendment.

I think it is vitally important, and I
would speak now to my Republican
side, it is vitally important that we
come out of this particular session and
this vote with a huge majority. We
need to send a message down to the
Senate that we are serious about what
we are talking about on decertifica-
tion.

We need as many on the Democrat
side as we can possible get. It is a dif-
ficult vote for them voting to override
the certification that the Democrat
President has placed upon Mexico. Let
us not make it tougher. Let us work
together.

These 6 points, I am confident that
they add so much to the bill that they
will end up in the bill that will finally
come back after the conference, be-

cause it is a good amendment until you
get to the poison pill. But we do not
have the ability here to separate the
amendment. We do not have the ability
under the rule to separate out that par-
ticular portion. But we do have the
ability in conference to put back the
good, sound thinking of the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT] on the part
of the amendment that really makes
sense and has substance to it.

Therefore, I would ask that the Re-
publicans look at this as a chance to
build bridges to the other side and to
build on this alliance. Drug policy has
never been and should not be a partisan
issue. We will have plenty of times to
talk about the record of Mr. Clinton as
far as the drug issue. As a Republican,
I cannot say that anything I disagree
with is in the bill, but this is no place
for it. It should not be in this amend-
ment. Therefore, I ask all the members
to vote ‘‘no’’ on this amendment.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
the Chair how much time do I have
left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois has 5 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. COX].

Mr. COX of California. I thank the
gentleman from Illinois for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, the reason that we are
here, of course, is that last month
Mexican President Zedillo had a tough
decision to make and he made it. The
arrest of General Gutierrez at the same
time makes it impossible for us today
to say that Mexico has met the stand-
ard in our statute that would permit us
to certify them as fully cooperating in
the war on drugs. That is because, ac-
cording to our own administrator of
the Drug Enforcement Administration,
General Gutierrez’s damage, the dam-
age that he did to ongoing operations
in the United States and in Mexico,
was so serious that it ranks with the
damage caused to our international in-
telligence operations by admitted spy
Aldrich Ames. The conditions in the
law have not been met, and we cannot
certify. And yet the President has al-
ready done so.

There is some talk on the floor of the
need for bipartisanship, but every Dem-
ocrat and every Republican on the
committee that sent this bill to the
floor, even though there was unanim-
ity, found himself or herself in direct
opposition to the Clinton administra-
tion because the President and the ad-
ministration have already certified
Mexico even though all of us agree that
is wrong.

If, therefore, the committee bill is
passed, we have this inexorable result.
Not only will the Senate not take it
up, and we know that our colleagues in
the other body have told us that noth-
ing will come of this if we pass it
unamended, but the President will ig-
nore it, and the committee itself put a
waiver in it which if somehow this
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were to become law, the President
would exercise. So after a lot of sound
and fury and possibly injury to our bi-
lateral relations with Mexico, we would
have accomplished precisely nothing.
But with this considered amendment,
we have an opportunity to do signifi-
cantly more than nothing. We have an
opportunity to take the decertification
process, itself a blunt instrument, and
make it a more delicate one, one that
will encourage both the United States
and Mexico to redouble their efforts in
the war on drugs. Our goal should be
not simply to decertify Mexico as a
partner in the war on drugs but in fact
to fully certify them, to bring them to
the point where they are in compliance
and to bring the United States efforts
up to par where we will not have to
admit honestly to ourselves that drug
use among adults has gone up every
year in this country since 1992, the first
sustained increase since the 1970s;
where we will have to no longer admit
to ourselves that marijuana use among
teens is doubling.

We and Mexico both have steps that
we must take. By decertifying, as this
amendment will do, because it leaves
the committee bill intact in that re-
spect, and staying that for 90 days dur-
ing which time the administration of
President Clinton and the administra-
tion of President Zedillo can work and
take positive, constructive steps to
satisfy our concerns that cause us now
to say we cannot certify, we will have
done far more, both in fighting the war
on drugs and for improving our rela-
tions with Mexico.

Our goal should not be in the end
even to have Mexico as a fully certified
partner in the drug war, but to have
Mexico as a full partner in all matters,
civil, societal, cultural, defense, and
national security. They should be our
close ally. Many people in Mexico in-
tend for that indeed to be our relation-
ship.

The arrest of General Gutierrez and
the exposure of all the damage he
caused is the reason we are here today.
Let us make sure that this is an oppor-
tunity for us to move forward and not
a permanent setback.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I
think we have the right to close. We
have only one other speaker here. I be-
lieve they have time remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT] has
1 minute remaining and the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] has 1
minute remaining.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS].

Mr. STEARNS. I thank my colleague
from Illinois for allowing me this op-
portunity to close the debate.

Mr. Speaker, I was down in Mexico
last weekend when the headlines ap-
peared in the newspaper and President
Zedillo said that the sovereignty of
Mexico was at stake. What became ap-
parent to me is that this country (Mex-
ico) would react very unfavorably to a

motion to decertify. I think the motion
that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HASTERT] has outlined is an able com-
promise that we should all get behind,
particularly on this side of the aisle.
For those Members who are consider-
ing that this is not a compromise, it is
a compromise, because we could get
something that could be much more
damaging to economic progress in Mex-
ico and to their feeling that their in-
tegrity is being questioned. There is no
doubt we could improve our relation-
ships, improve our drug programs be-
tween the two countries. We need to
improve our drug program here too. So
I pose this question to all my col-
leagues. How does the money get from
the people who use drugs here in the
United States back to the Mexican
drug cartels? Does the United States
not have a level of responsibility here?
These are huge sums of money, billions
of dollars.

Mr. Speaker, I honestly think the
best solution is to vote for the Hastert
amendment.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

First let me say a word of apprecia-
tion to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GILMAN], the chairman of the
House International Relations Com-
mittee. He has cooperated with me and
with the minority throughout this
process and I am deeply grateful to
him. I think the work product of the
committee is still the best option be-
fore us, and he deserves a lot of credit
for that. Second, although I am not
able to support the amendment of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT],
I recognize that he has tried very hard
to build a consensus on a critical issue,
he has done it in a very nice manner,
and I want to let him know that I ap-
preciate his willingness to talk with
me and try to develop a consensus.

b 1445

I am not able, however, to support
the Hastert amendment. Before I men-
tion specifically the reasons, I think it
is important to recognize in this debate
that there really are a lot of areas of
agreement. Debate tends to emphasize
the areas of disagreement.

We all want to stop drugs flowing
into this country. We all know we need
the cooperation of the Mexican Govern-
ment in order to stop the flow. We all
know we are wrestling here with a dif-
ficult law in many respects. We are ap-
plying a present law here more than we
are drafting a new law, and that law
puts us in some difficult positions.

There are two reasons I think why I
cannot support the Hastert amend-
ment. One of them is that I really
think it is highly partisan and will not
permit us to adopt a bipartisan posture
which I think is most important here.
In many ways the amendment is a ve-
hicle for criticizing the President’s
drug policy.

I do not need to quote a lot of things
here, but it talks about the U.S. Gov-
ernment strategy being weak, it talks

about our policy reducing the national
security policies, it talks about sup-
porting unproven drug treatment tech-
niques, and in general has a pretty
strong attack against the President. I
think it ensures that the President
would not be able to sign it, and that
means the amendment that we are de-
bating and discussing and will vote on
in just a few minutes will not be en-
acted into law.

I say to my colleagues, ‘‘If you adopt
the Hastert amendment, you abandon
the opportunity we have had under the
bill reported by Chairman GILMAN for a
clear bipartisan message to the world
about the seriousness with which the
Members of Congress on both sides of
the aisle consider narcotics.’’

Now, second, I want to say on the
substance of the Hastert amendment
that I think it puts President Zedillo
in a real box. The U.S. national inter-
est here is clear. We want to stop the
flow of drugs through Mexico to the
United States, we have got to have the
cooperation of Mexico, but what this
does is to require the President to re-
port to the Congress in 90 days that he
has obtained reliable assurances and
substantial progress toward 6 critical
areas of United States-Mexican co-
operation on counternarcotics.

I want to remind my colleagues that
90 days from now we have national
elections in Mexico. The United States
congressional decertification debate
has generated a nationalist fury in
Mexico, and we can be sure that no one
in Mexico, and especially not the Presi-
dent, will be able to advance these crit-
ical initiatives without being accused
of conspiring with the United States to
infringe on Mexican sovereignty. What
we do here is we put President Zedillo,
I think, in a box by detailing the de-
mands for Mexico in this amendment,
and he simply cannot be seen, espe-
cially in these next 90 days, as
capitulating to a long list of American
demands. And during that 90-day pe-
riod we put him in the spotlight, and
anything that he does to cooperate
with the United States will be revoked
and criticized by opposition politicians
and by nationalists within his own
party. And so I think we threaten the
prospect of cooperation.

Let me urge if we defeat Hastert,
then we will vote immediately on the
committee product, and I urge that
course.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). All time having expired, pur-
suant to House Resolution 95 the pre-
vious question is ordered on the joint
resolution and on the pending amend-
ments.

The question is on the amendment,
as modified, offered by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT] to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 212, nays
205, answered ‘‘present’’ 9, not voting 7,
as follows:

[Roll No. 46]

YEAS—212

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bono
Boucher
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
Metcalf
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard

Pappas
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Weldon (FL)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—205

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonilla

Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Chenoweth
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Combest

Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell

Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Green
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Hunter
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick

Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett

Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Roemer
Rothman
Roukema
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—9

Becerra
Filner
Gutierrez

Lofgren
Ortiz
Roybal-Allard

Sanchez
Torres
Velazquez

NOT VOTING—7

Clayton
Etheridge
Kingston

McHugh
McIntyre
Price (NC)

Watts (OK)
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Messrs, KIND, CLEMENT, and
MORAN of Virginia changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. SHUSTER, GILLMOR,
PARKER, BILBRAY, and DAN SCHAE-
FER of Colorado changed their vote
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD changed her
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘present.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 46, I was unavoidably detained.
Had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 229, noes 195,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 47]

AYES—229

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bono
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas

Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gingrich
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McInnis
McKeon
McKinney
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Packard

Pappas
Pastor
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Schiff
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—195

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry

Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)

Brown (OH)
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cummings
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Davis (IL)
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Hoyer
Hunter
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)

Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntosh
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Parker
Pascrell
Paul
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)

Pickett
Pomeroy
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Thompson
Thornberry
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—9

Clayton
Dellums
Etheridge

Harman
Kingston
McHugh

McIntyre
Payne
Price (NC)

b 1525
Mrs. MEEK of Florida changed her

vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’
Mr. KUCINICH changed his vote from

‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’
So the committee amendment in the

nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the
joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the joint resolu-
tion?

Mr. HAMILTON. I am, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. HAMILTON moves to recommit the

joint resolution, House Joint Resolution 58,
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to recommit.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 251, noes 175,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 48]

AYES—251

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bono
Boyd
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Duncan
Dunn
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox

Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee
Kim
King (NY)
Klug
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
Markey
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney

McNulty
Meek
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Packard
Pappas
Pascrell
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stump

Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thune
Thurman

Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)

Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—175

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clyburn
Coburn
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeGette
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson

Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
Meehan
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Morella

Murtha
Nadler
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Shays
Sherman
Skaggs
Snyder
Stabenow
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Thompson
Thornberry
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—7

Clayton
Conyers
Etheridge

Kingston
McHugh
McIntyre

Price (NC)
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Mr. DICKS, and Mr. STRICKLAND
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the joint resolution was passed.
The result of vote was announced as

above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PAPERWORK ELIMINATION ACT OF
1997

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 88 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH990 March 13, 1997
H. RES. 88

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 852) to amend
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code,
popularly known as the Paperwork Reduc-
tion Act, to minimize the burden of Federal
paperwork demands upon small businesses,
educational and nonprofit institutions, Fed-
eral contractors, State and local govern-
ments, and other persons through the spon-
sorship and use of alternative information
technologies. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed
one hour equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Small Business. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
Each section shall be considered as read.
During consideration of the bill for amend-
ment, the Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may accord priority in recognition on
the basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentlewoman from North
Carolina [Mrs. MYRICK] is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], pending which I
yield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution, all time yielded is for the
purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution provides
for consideration of H.R. 852, the Pa-
perwork Elimination Act of 1997, under
an open rule. The rule provides for 1
hour of general debate, equally divided
between the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Small Business.

Members who have preprinted their
amendments in the RECORD prior to
their consideration will be given prior-
ity in recognition to offer their amend-
ments, if otherwise consistent with
House rules. Finally, the rule provides
for one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

I am pleased that this bill will be
considered under an open rule which
was unanimously approved by the Com-
mittee on Rules. While the chairman of
the Committee on Small Business tes-
tified to the Committee on Rules that
he did not expect any amendments,
this rule will provide the entire House
with sufficient time to offer amend-
ments.

The Paperwork Elimination Act will
decrease the burden of Federal paper-
work by requiring all Federal agencies

to give small businesses, educational
and nonprofit organizations, State and
local governments the option of filing
required information by means of elec-
tronic submission, such as e-mail, fax,
and other means. This new ability will
enable all of these organizations to
save time and money, help ease the pa-
perwork and regulatory burden on
them and other taxpayers, and improve
the efficiency and accuracy of Federal
information collection.

My colleagues may remember that
we unanimously passed identical legis-
lation in the 104th Congress. Unfortu-
nately, it was never considered by the
other body.

I am glad we are again going to have
the opportunity to free small busi-
nesses and other organizations from
the shackles of oppressive, excessive
Federal regulations. As a small busi-
ness owner myself, I can say that too
much time is spent filling out forms in
order to comply with endless Federal
regulation. Decreasing this burden will
be very beneficial to all small business
owners, as they will now be able spend
their time and money on productive ac-
tivities that will lead to the expansion
of their business.

Finally, the Paperwork Elimination
Act is a much-needed continuation of
the popular Paperwork Reduction Act
of 1995, which the President signed into
law on May 22, 1995. I was very support-
ive of the Paperwork Reduction Act,
which reduced the information collec-
tion burdens on the public and ensured
a more efficient and productive admin-
istration of information resources.

The legislation we will consider
today builds upon that progress and pa-
perwork reduction.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank my colleague from
North Carolina [Mrs. MYRICK] for yield-
ing me the time.

This is an open rule. It will allow for
full and fair debate on H.R. 852. It is a
bill to reduce the burden of Federal pa-
perwork requirements for small busi-
nesses, educational and nonprofit insti-
tutions, Federal contractors, State and
local governments and others. The bill
is virtually identical to the one, H.R.
2715, that was passed unanimously by
the House last year. This measure is a
continuation of Congress’s effort to re-
duce the demands made on our citizens
as a result of Federal regulation.

As my colleague from North Carolina
has described, this rule provides 1 hour
of general debate equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Small Business. Under this rule,
amendments will be allowed under the
5-minute rule, the normal amending
process in the House. All Members on

both sides of the aisle will have the op-
portunity to offer amendments. No
hearings were conducted on this bill
during the 105th Congress. However,
eliminating this step is appropriate be-
cause of the extensive legislative his-
tory of H.R. 2715 from the 104th Con-
gress, and the agreement was worked
out between the chairman and the
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Small Business.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this
open rule and the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE].

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from North Caro-
lina [Mrs. MYRICK], a valuable new
member of our Committee on Rules, for
yielding me this time. I rise in full sup-
port of this rule and this bill. As my
colleague has described, this is a very
open rule. Any Member can be heard on
any germane amendment to the bill at
the appropriate time as long as it is
consistent with the normal rules of the
House.

Bills reported from the Committee
on Small Business have traditionally
been considered under open rules and
this is no exception. The Paperwork
Elimination Act is a timely, straight-
forward effort to bring the Federal
Government further into the informa-
tion age while at the same time reduc-
ing the public cost of meeting govern-
ment’s information needs. Unfortu-
nately, but not surprisingly, the Fed-
eral Government is lagging behind the
rest of the Nation in using new tech-
nology.

As the report on H.R. 852 points out,
many individuals today can send and
receive mail, take care of their per-
sonal finances or even read a news-
paper, all from a personal computer.
Those same individuals should be able
to conduct much of their business with
the Federal Government electronically
as well.

That is what this legislation sets out
to do. H.R. 852 will help minimize the
burden of Federal paperwork demands
on small businesses and other entities
by requiring executive branch agencies
to provide for optional use of elec-
tronic technology to meet the informa-
tion needs of the Federal Government.

The winners will not only be Ameri-
ca’s small businesses but also edu-
cational and nonprofit institutions,
Federal contractors, State, and local
governments and others who face a dis-
proportionate share of the burden of
complying with the myriad of Federal
regulations.

Mr. Speaker, I knew the regulatory
burden on small business was heavy to
begin with, but I was amazed to learn
that the amount of time and effort
spent in meeting the Government’s pa-
perwork demands has a dollar value
roughly equivalent to 9 percent of the
Nation’s gross domestic product. Con-
gress must lighten this load. By ena-
bling the Federal Government to take
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advantage of the information age, this
legislation will enable small business
owners across America to utilize smart
technology available today to reduce
those costs and to eliminate barriers to
job creation and economic productiv-
ity. That means less time spent filing
forms and more time innovating, ex-
panding, and providing goods and serv-
ices to our economy.

b 1600
Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the gen-

tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT],
the chairman of the committee, for
bringing this important legislation for-
ward and for crafting a commonsense
solution to what has become a serious
regulatory headache for many of our
small businesses.

I urge adoption of this very fair and
reasonable rule and this commonsense
legislation.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR].

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague
for yielding the time.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by com-
plimenting the committee, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
MYRICK] and my Republican colleagues
for bringing out this open rule and for
bringing out this important piece of
legislation which would reduce the pa-
perwork that our constituents are bur-
dened with in today’s society.

I come to the floor this afternoon in
support of the substance of this bill,
but I want to raise another issue. The
issue I want to raise is the question of
campaign finance reform. We set our
priorities in this institution by press
conference, by meetings, by bipartisan
meetings, and what is painfully miss-
ing from our set of priorities is a sched-
uled time in which this institution, all
of us participating, under an open rule,
similar to what we will be debating
this bill under, can discuss an issue
that is burning within the country.
That issue is how do we solve this cri-
sis that we have with campaign finance
reform?

I do not believe, Mr. Speaker, that
there is much disagreement on either
side of the aisle that the way we fi-
nance our political campaigns in this
country is broken. We all know that.
The American people are increasingly
becoming aware that it is broken. Each
and every election demonstrates that
it is broken.

In 1996 an estimated $2.7 billion, with
a B, was spent on political campaigns.
Now with recent court rulings, we
know that the rules are wide open. We
can spend what we want the way we
want to spend it, virtually. We have
got to do something to limit the influ-
ence of money in our campaigns. We
need to fix the system. We need to
limit the amount of money. We need to
stop the negative advertising. We need
to get on with voting again.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, my
good friend has been a Member of this
body for 20 years, longer than I have.
He knows that rule XIV requires us to
speak to the subject matter before us.
His statement does not.

I am not going to interfere if the gen-
tleman is going to finish his statement
in his allotted time, but if I see other
people doing this, we are going to have
to abide by the rules of the House. I
would say that out of respect to the
gentleman as the minority whip that
he certainly could continue, but I
would hope that he would use his influ-
ence to make sure that we do abide by
the rest of the rules.

I do thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. BONIOR. The gentleman is wel-
come.

Mr. Speaker, I am talking this after-
noon about the priorities. While paper-
work reduction is a priority, and it is a
good one, it may not be Earth-shatter-
ing but it is important. As I listened
carefully to what the gentlewoman
from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE] had to say, it
consumes 9 percent, as I understand
from her remarks, of the GNP in the
country. That is a very big burden on
this country. But it is also a burden on
this country to be spending $2.7 billion
on a system that we know is broke,
that is eroding the confidence of the
American people that this institution
works, and I think that ought to be a
priority as well.

Let me just say to my friends and
colleagues this afternoon, on the open-
ing day of this Congress we on this side
of the aisle offered a proposal that
would bring campaign finance reform
to the floor within the first 100 days of
this Congress. That obviously does not
look like it is going to happen.

A few weeks ago, we had a bipartisan
discussion to agree on a common agen-
da for this Congress. We did it over in
the Senate. We did it with the Presi-
dent, Republicans, and Democrats, and
this issue was not raised again.

Last week the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MILLER] began a series of
procedural votes to protest the failure
to schedule a debate on campaign fi-
nance reform. Today, in conclusion, I
might add to my friend from New
York, we are going to be offering on
the previous question a motion that
will say basically we have to debate
this issue in an open and full way by
May 31, before the Memorial Day re-
cess, so we can meet the goal of trying
to finish this by the Fourth of July.

We need a full and a fair debate on
this proposal, as we are having and will
have on the Paperwork Reduction Act.
Every day that passes, the country be-
comes more and more disgusted with
our failure to act. We need to get our
people involved in the political process
once again.

I want, Mr. Speaker, the election day
in this country to mean something. I
want every citizen of this country to
feel an urgency and a seriousness about
voting. And, most important, I want

our schoolchildren studying the Dec-
laration of Independence or the Con-
stitution today to feel the same excite-
ment that the authors felt more than
200 years ago.

So I urge my colleagues, vote today.
It is not about a particular bill or a so-
lution. I am not calling for any par-
ticular solution to this. What I am
calling for is we set a time in which we
can debate this. This is about setting
up a process to debate the campaign fi-
nance reform bill, and I urge my col-
leagues, vote no on the previous ques-
tion so that we can debate real cam-
paign finance reform on the House
floor before Memorial Day.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank
the gentleman for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, I too agree with the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR], the minority whip, who was
just in the well, that this is about our
priorities and this rule is about our pri-
orities and the previous question will
be about our priorities. One hundred
and eleven Members of this Congress at
the beginning of this year or even be-
fore the first of this year, on a biparti-
san basis, wrote to the Speaker of the
House and asked that we have cam-
paign finance reform in the first 100
days of this session of Congress. We are
awaiting an answer from the Speaker
on that issue. The silence is deafening.

At the same time, we see the minor-
ity leader in the Senate, [Mr.
DASCHLE], has made campaign finance
reform the top issue in their agenda
and has asked the majority leader to
do the same. The gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT], minority leader
in this House, has asked that we con-
sider this within the first 100 days.
President Clinton has called for action
by July 4. Yet we hear nothing from
the Republican leadership about cam-
paign finance reform. Again, the si-
lence is not only deafening, it is para-
lyzing us and an ability to deal with a
system that the American public has
come to disrespect, to understand is
corrosive, to understand is corrupting,
and yet we see nothing from the Re-
publican side of the aisle to deal with
campaign finance reform.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Will the gentleman yield for
an inquiry?

Mr. MILLER of California. Yes, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, in order for us to deter-
mine whether debate being engaged in
by the minority as an attempt to de-
feat the previous question is relevant
to the pending rule and the legislation
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it makes in order, it is necessary for us
to have a copy of the minority’s pro-
posed amendment to the rule, and I
would just ask if the Chair has been
provided with the amendment and, if
so, could the Chair provide us with a
copy? The minority has not provided
our side with it.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, if I may continue——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, is there
a copy at the desk?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is not aware of an amendment.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
MILLER] may proceed.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from California yield for the
parliamentary inquiry?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Connecticut.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Is it not in order
to simply oppose the rule?

Mr. SOLOMON. Sure. Absolutely.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from California [Mr. MILLER]
may proceed.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I think if the gentleman
wants to discuss paperwork reduction,
we can think of all of those corpora-
tions and all of those small businesses
that are getting hit with subpoenas and
interrogatories about whether or not
they are a small business, whether or
not they exist, whether or not the per-
son that gave the money and their
name is really a real person, whether
the business is real or not.

Mr. Speaker, the point is this: The
top priority of this Congress ought to
be to get its house in order, and the
cancer that is spreading throughout
this institution and is spreading
throughout our Government is the lack
of decent, open, and fair ways to fi-
nance our campaigns. The current sys-
tem is broken, it is corrupting of this
institution, it is corrosive of our demo-
cratic institutions.

The American people deserve some-
thing better, and we deserve an answer
from the Republicans as to a date cer-
tain when they will bring campaign fi-
nance reform to the floor of the House
of Representatives so this House can
work its will. There is no question but
there is a majority of people on this
floor to reform the existing system. We
should not be denied an opportunity to
do that, and we ought to rearrange the
priorities of this Congress. We have
been here now 3 months and we have
rarely been in session. Yet somehow we
cannot find time to deal with this most
urgent matter in terms of the preserve
of the best of our democratic institu-
tions, the integrity of this House and
the freedom of the American people to
have a fair election and a fair outcome.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, if the spirit of biparti-
sanship that we have heard much about
over the course of the last few days is
to be any more meaningful than ‘‘I’ll
smile at you if you’ll smile at me,’’
then I think that a place to start with
true bipartisanship is to allow the peo-
ple, Republican and Democrat alike,
who want to do something about the
increasingly corrupting influence of
money and politics at all levels of our
Federal elections, to give them an op-
portunity to come forward and craft a
bipartisan solution to this tremendous
problem.

Thoughts of bipartisanship and of
campaign finance reform are hardly
new to this institution. Indeed, in 1995
in New Hampshire, in the summer, in
front of a senior citizens’ group, we had
many smiles from President Clinton
and Speaker GINGRICH looking at each
other, shaking hands, being very bipar-
tisan and collegial and friendly over
the concept of campaign finance re-
form. And what happened after that?
Absolutely nothing. It took from that
summer until the next summer before
we got something in this House called
reform week, which ended up being a
reform hour, which denied to us an op-
portunity to consider the bipartisan
Clean Congress Act, a measure that by
its very name had broad bipartisan
support and was designed to do some-
thing about the influence of money in
our campaigns.

I believe the American people want
us to address this problem. And so this
afternoon, in the course of this particu-
lar bill, it is appropriate to talk about
two things: priorities and paper.

When it comes to paper, I would
maintain that the type of paperwork
reduction that the American people are
most concerned about at this time,
when they are hearing about the Lin-
coln bedroom, when they are hearing
about Republicans down at Palm Beach
meeting with people that gave $100,000
in soft money to the Republican Party,
the kind of paper that we ought to be
concerned about reducing is the kind
that says pay to the order of, pay to
the order of whichever candidate or po-
litical committee or whatever is in-
volved. We ought to be concerned about
reducing that.

The only reason that we did not get
a chance to address that issue in the
last Congress and were cut off from a
bipartisan opportunity to consider this
national scandal, the only reason is be-
cause instead of paperwork reduction,
our Speaker has been very candid in
saying that he favors paperwork expan-
sion. He does not think there is enough
paper in the political process. He
thinks we need more paper, we need
more checks, we need to spend even
more special interest money than is
being expended at the current time in
our political system.

I believe we need to be concerned
about real paperwork reduction, and
that is to reduce the influence of spe-
cial interest money in our campaigns.
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Hundreds of millions of dollars of so-
called soft money that gets outside of
the course of the current campaign fi-
nancing laws, as deficient as they are,
are being expended by both parties.
There is no one perfect solution to this
problem, there is no one perfect Demo-
cratic or Republican solution. Rather,
we ought to have the opportunity on
the floor of this House to come to-
gether and offer our different ideas, to
not be restricted to an hour, as we were
2 years ago, and denied the opportunity
to consider the only bipartisan pro-
posal that was advanced at that time.
We ought to be able to come together,
reason together, and work out a solu-
tion to this most critical paperwork
problem.

As my colleagues know, it is not for
want of time that we have not consid-
ered this issue. We spent a week here
last week whereby all we did was com-
mend the Nicaraguans and Guate-
malans, and I know that was a hard
load for some, but I believe we can take
on the harder jobs.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOLOMON. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from New
York will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, there is
nothing I would rather stand up here
and talk about than what happened
with the Lincoln bedroom, and what
happened with economic espionage in
this administration, what happened
with the breaches of national security
in this country by the administration.
This is not the time to be discussing
that, but I would be glad to take the
well and discuss all of this at the ap-
propriate time.

My parliamentary inquiry is this,
Mr. Speaker: Under House Rule XIV,
which requires that a Member must
confine himself to the question under
debate, is it relevant to the debate on
either this rule or the bill it makes in
order to engage in a discussion on the
merits of campaign finance law?

Would the Speaker please rule on
that?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would be happy to refer all Mem-
bers to page 529 of the Rules of the
House, which says that debate on a spe-
cial order providing for the consider-
ation of a bill may range, and ‘‘range’’
is the appropriate word here, to the
merits of a measure to be considered
under that special order, but may not
range to the merits of a bill, but should
not range to the merits of a measure
not to be considered.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, what
you have just said is that we must con-
fine our statements to the merits of
the legislation before us, and I would
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just ask the Chair to please enforce the
rules of the House.

I have been informed by my good
friend over here, and he is a good friend
and trying to be congenial, but he now
tells me he has a number of speakers
that are going to pursue this issue that
is not germane to the issue before us,
and we just cannot have that. We have
to abide by the rules of the House, and
I would ask the Speaker to enforce the
rules of the House from here on out.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DeLAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the previous question,
and let me tell my colleagues why.

As we rise today to take up another
burning issue on the GOP agenda, the
Paperwork Reduction Act, I ask my
Republican colleagues to allow us to
debate a more meaningful reduction of
paper. Let us talk about how we reduce
the amount of paper money that exists
in political campaigns today.

Our system of financing political
campaigns is broken, and it is time for
us to fix it. We may not all agree on
the best way to fix the problem, but
surely we can all agree on one thing,
that there is too much paper money in
political campaigns, it costs too much
money to run for public office, we
spend too much time raising money for
our campaigns, and at the end of the
day it takes our time away from the
more important duties we are engaged
in.

I know it, my colleagues know it.
Most importantly, the American people
know it.

Republicans in the House and Senate
have asked for several million dollars
to investigate campaign financing in
the last election. Those investigations
are important, and they should move
forward, and they should not be used as
an excuse to delay action on campaign
finance reform.

All the Democrats are asking is this:
Give us an open, unrestricted debate on
campaign finance reform by May 31, by
Memorial Day. We can get money out
of politics and pass meaningful cam-
paign finance reform, but first we need
an open and a fair debate. Only one
person can schedule a vote on cam-
paign finance reform, and that is the
Speaker of this House.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to stop wast-
ing time. Let us schedule a vote on
campaign finance reform. Congress
surely could stand a little paperwork
reduction, but let us reduce the
amount of money in politics.

Vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question.
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MCGOVERN].

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port the Paperwork Reduction Act, but
I think it could be made better, and I
think we can make it better and really
reduce paperwork if we pass true, hon-
est to goodness campaign finance re-

form. The American people want it,
certainly my constituents want it, the
President has asked for it. Why has the
Republican leadership not made cam-
paign finance reform a number one pri-
ority?

The Paperwork Reduction Act before
us today is all fine and nice, and as I
said, I do support it, but is this really
our number one priority? Is this the
number one priority of this Nation?

Mr. Speaker, I ask the majority lead-
ership to bring campaign finance re-
form to the floor of this House by Me-
morial Day. Time is being lost, and the
public disgust and skepticism is rising.
We must act now on real campaign fi-
nance reform. I urge my colleagues to
oppose the previous question, and I
urge the Republican leadership to
please make campaign finance reform a
number one priority.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. FARR].

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise on the debate on
the rule on paperwork reduction. This
is a debate that determines the proce-
dures of the House, and this is the only
way in which we can deal with the law
that will come after this debate, the
law on paperwork reduction. The only
way we can get a debate on a new law
is to schedule that debate on the floor,
and I rise to the issue that this rule
does not go far enough because it has
not scheduled the real paperwork re-
duction in America, which is the reduc-
tion in the amount of money that flows
into campaigns.

Mr. Speaker, we ought to be debating
the law on campaign reform. It was
asked for by the President, it was
promised by the Speaker, and it is cer-
tainly in demand by Members who are
here today on both sides of the aisle.

We have bills before Congress. The
work has been done on writing that
law. There are many versions of it. But
that law cannot reach the floor until
the Committee on Rules sets the date,
and the date ought to be before this
country’s next national birthday on
July 4.

If we did, indeed, deal with this rule,
we would be talking about real reduc-
tion, we would be talking about reduc-
tion in the time it takes to raise
money, time that could be better spent
in managing this Nation’s affairs. We
would be spending less time, certainly
less paperwork, because there would be
less checks written to campaigns.
There would be less money flowing into
Washington. There would be less time
fund-raising. There would be more time
spent governing.

So, Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues
to oppose this rule because this rule
does not go far enough, because this
rule fails to bring what this Nation de-
mands, and that is the real law of re-
form to this floor, which is campaign
law reform.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, many of us worked very hard
to bring to the American public the ac-
knowledgment that we understood how
hard they worked. The Paperwork Re-
duction Act simply says that we recog-
nize that the business of America is to
create jobs and not to be entangled
with hostile paperwork and regula-
tions, but yet we also recognize our re-
sponsibility in the U.S. Congress.

I think it is disappointing that this
rule has not had or given us the oppor-
tunity to confront the real question
that the American people are asking
us: Can we clean up our own House?
Can we reduce the entanglement and
regulations of a misdirected campaign
finance structure that really does not
allow those who come here to work to
work without the shackles of confusion
and the shackles of debate on how we
raise money to make sure that the
voices of all Americans are heard?

I truly believe in the integrity of the
Members of this House, that they come
here, most of all, to represent their
constituents and represent America,
but until we get out in front and deal
with the question of how we finance
these elections, how we reemphasize
the importance of making sure the av-
erage person has access to this U.S.
Congress, I happen to be a supporter of
the Farr bill. But what I think most of
all is important in terms of campaign
finance reform is that this House shows
it means business and that it gets down
to the business of both raising the
question of campaign finance reform,
debating the question of finance re-
form, and not hiding the ball.

It is crucial that we, as Members of
this House, acknowledge to the Amer-
ican people that we are not tied up by
the interests of others other than the
interests of them that bring us to this
body.

Mr. Speaker, it is so very important
that this rule include campaign finance
reform.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO-
MON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I was
taken earlier by Speaker GINGRICH and
by Minority Leader GEPHARDT when
they came to the floor and they talked
about the need for comity in this body.
But we are really being hard pressed
here today. I know that this is Thurs-
day, there is no session tomorrow, and
Members do want to go home, but I feel
moved to bring a point of order against
the Members that are standing up talk-
ing about issues that are not germane
to this issue, and certainly that would
be upheld by the Chair because they
are not germane. That of course would
be subject to an appeal, if the minority
saw fit to do. That would drag Mem-
bers over here. That would prolong the
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measures again. It would probably
cause all kinds of problems.

So I am not going to press a point of
order today. I am going to let my col-
leagues use up the balance of their
time, but we just have to say out of
courtesy to Members on both sides that
we have to stick to the rules of the
House. Rule 14 says that we must speak
to the germaneness of the issues before
us.

So I just wanted Members to do that,
and I hope Members have a nice week-
end.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON].

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
want to express my appreciation to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO-
MON] for his gentleness today. We are
in the minority. We do not have a lot
of control over the process here.

This is really a fight over control.
When we were in control in 1975–76, we
passed campaign finance reform. When
I led the effort, we passed it twice, once
vetoed by President Bush, and under
our rules I am not allowed to name the
Senator from Kentucky, but I can ref-
erence the gentleman from the other
body in the majority party who has
filibustered campaign reform to death
in the past and threatens to do it
again. I commend the committee for
bringing this Paperwork Reduction Act
before us. It is something we ought to
do. But as we weigh our responsibilities
as Members of Congress, one of the
things happening is all our credibility
is diminished by the present situation.

As my colleagues know, I think we
ought to do something simple now. We
ought to put a limit of $100, we ought
to tax advertising so we have the re-
sources to make a public match so
every American can feel empowered to
be part of this process.

Now I know that if we brought that
bill and four or five others—I do not
know that mine would win, but in that
debate I know we would help build con-
fidence in this system, we would at the
end of the day take a step forward, and
that is what this debate is really all
about.

There are lots of vehicles that we
will try to use, as the minority. Those
guys have the majority; I recognize
that. They make the rules; they make
the decision as to what bills come to
the floor and what bills do not come to
the floor.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman from Connecticut is
talking about how he is in the minor-
ity now. I am relatively new to the in-
stitution.

Mr. GEJDENSON. But the gentleman
from Florida is doing real well for a
new guy.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. The gentleman
is, too, and I like his hair in the spirit
of Hershey and comity.

Mr. GEJDENSON. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. But, as my col-
leagues know, if the gentleman could
give me a little historical perspective
as a relatively new Member here, I be-
lieve that they were all in the majority
in 1993 and 1994, and I also believe that
they had somebody in the White House
who was also a Democrat. Could the
gentleman tell me if they all passed
campaign finance in 1993 or 1994 or if
the gentleman’s selective memory pre-
vents him from doing this?

b 1630
Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, re-

claiming my time, I would just say to
the gentleman’s question, we passed
campaign finance reform and President
George Bush vetoed it. We passed it
through this House. It got to the Sen-
ate, and I can only reference the gen-
tleman in the other body in the Repub-
lican Party from Kentucky who filibus-
tered it to death, and in the opening
days of this Congress he threatened to
filibuster any new campaign reform
bill to death.

We passed it, it got vetoed by Presi-
dent Bush. We passed it through the
House, it was filibustered to death in
the Senate.

What we are saying is, let us join to-
gether and pass a limit on spending.
Let us limit the amount of money. Let
us rebuild confidence in this system so
we can work to reduce paperwork, so
we can reduce the amount of time we
spend raising money, and put our at-
tention back on the people’s business
to take care of children, to make sure
they have health care, to make sure
the people losing their benefits have
jobs and not street corners to hang out
on.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair would advise Mem-
bers to avoid making references to
Members of the other body.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, how
much time is left on either side, and
was the clock running when the gen-
tleman used up all his time?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise the gentleman from
New York the Chair is keeping very
good time.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL]
has 41⁄2 minutes remaining, and the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
[Mrs. MYRICK] has 23 minutes remain-
ing.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SCARBOROUGH].

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
time, and I certainly hope I have the
same timekeeper on my two minutes as
the previous speaker had on his one.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to say
to the previous speaker that the ques-

tion that was asked was what happened
while the Democrats had control in
1993 and 1994 and when they had control
in the White House in 1993 and 1994.

The previous speaker almost moved
me to tears in his very self-righteous
indignation, and then blamed George
Bush for killing it.

I may be a dumb country lawyer, I
may have graduated from the Univer-
sity of Alabama, but my recollection
was that George Bush was not Presi-
dent in 1993 or in 1994, that that was in
fact William Jefferson Clinton.

I see some people shaking their
heads, so maybe, maybe I am incorrect
in this. But they can be self-righteous
all they want. They had control over
this Chamber over the two-year period
in 1993 and 1994, they had the President
of the United States, and they did not
want to do anything on campaign fi-
nance reform.

Now they come to this well in self-
righteous indignation trying to dis-
tract people. . . . And if they want to
be self-righteous, if they want to get on
the well of the floor and debate this, we
will gladly do it for as long as you
want to do it, because you do not have
the moral high ground. And when you
had a chance to change things, you did
not do it, and you cannot rewrite his-
tory, as much as you would like to try.

So beat your chest in self-righteous
indignation, but pray for the children
tonight, pray for America and what-
ever you want to do, but the fact of the
matter is, that you are being hypo-
crites.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
that the gentleman’s words be taken
down when he said that the White
House had sold influence to Communist
China and other things. There is no
proof of that, and that is absolutely ri-
diculous, to come into this body and
accuse the President of the United
States of selling influence to a Com-
munist nation.

I ask that the gentleman’s words be
taken down.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida will suspend.

The Clerk will report the words ob-
jected to.

b 1636
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LAHOOD). Does the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. SCARBOROUGH] seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Yes, Mr.
Speaker, I do.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my words about spe-
cifically mentioning the
President . . . since while Newsweek
has written an article about that those
have not been proven yet, so I will spe-
cifically withdraw the statement re-
garding the President . . . .

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the gentleman for making the correc-
tion, and that saves us a trip back to
Hershey.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

time of the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SCARBOROUGH] has expired.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL]
is recognized. The gentleman from
Ohio has 41⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR].

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
amendment I intend to offer, if the pre-
vious question is defeated, be printed
in the RECORD immediately preceding
the vote.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
The amendment referred to is as fol-

lows:
At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing new section:
‘‘Section 2. No later than May 31, 1997, the

House shall consider comprehensive cam-
paign finance reform legislation under an
open amendment process.’’

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me conclude my remarks by re-
minding my colleagues that defeating
the previous question is an exercise in
futility, because the minority wants to
offer an amendment that will be ruled
out of order as nongermane to this
rule. So the vote is without substance.

The previous question vote itself is
simply a procedural motion to close de-
bate on this rule and proceed to a vote
on its adoption. The vote has no sub-
stantive or policy implications whatso-
ever.

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the
RECORD, I ask unanimous consent to
insert an explanation of the previous
question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.
The explanation follows:
THE PREVIOUS QUESTION VOTE: WHAT IT

MEANS

House Rule XVII (‘‘Previous Question’’)
provides in part that:

There shall be a motion for the previous
question, which, being ordered by a majority
of the Members voting, if a quorum is
present, shall have the effect to cut off all
debate and bring the House to a direct vote
upon the immediate question or questions on
which it has been asked or ordered.

In the case of a special rule or order of
business resolution reported from the House
Rules Committee, providing for the consider-
ation of a specified legislative measure, the
previous question is moved following the one
hour of debate allowed for under House
Rules.

The vote on the previous question is sim-
ply a procedural vote on whether to proceed
to an immediate vote on adopting the resolu-
tion that sets the ground rules for debate
and amendment on the legislation it would
make in order. Therefore, the vote on the
previous question has no substantive legisla-
tive or policy implications whatsoever.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule XV, the
Chair will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device, if or-
dered, will be taken on the question of
agreeing to the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 219, nays
187, not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 49]

YEAS—219

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing

Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King (NY)
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery

McDade
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Schiff
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder

Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas

Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)

Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)

NAYS—187

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Green
Hall (OH)

Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—26

Baker
Barton
Berman
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Costello
Dicks
Etheridge

Foglietta
Gallegly
Gutierrez
John
Kingston
Leach
Manton
McCarthy (MO)
McHugh

McIntyre
Meehan
Ortiz
Price (NC)
Roukema
Schaefer, Dan
Smith (TX)
Young (FL)

b 1659

Messrs. MATSUI, PASTOR, and
SPRATT changed their vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. FOLEY changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
on rollcalls No. 48 and 49 I was unavoidably
detained in transit. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall No. 48 and
‘‘yes’’ on rollcall No. 49.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 88 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 852.

The Chair designates the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT] as Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole,
and requests the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] to assume
the chair temporarily.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 852) to
amend chapter 35 of title 44, United
States Code, popularly known as the
Paperwork Reduction Act, to minimize
the burden of Federal paperwork de-
mands upon small businesses, edu-
cational and nonprofit institutions,
Federal contractors, State and local
governments, and other persons
through the sponsorship and use of al-
ternative information technologies
with Mr. SENSENBRENNER (chairman
pro tempore) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the bill is considered as
having been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. TALENT] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, and the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. MCCAR-
THY] will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. TALENT].

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that debate on this
bill be limited to 20 minutes, 10 min-
utes on each side, which I understand
the gentlewoman has no objection to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT]
will be recognized for 10 minutes, and
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
MCCARTHY] will be recognized for 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. TALENT].

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, This is a non-
controversial but very significant bill,
Mr. Chairman. It is a supplement to
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1996.
We call it the Paperwork Elimination
Act. What the bill does, in fine, is re-
quire that regulatory agencies give the

people that they regulate, not just
small businesses but everybody, the op-
tion to store and supply the informa-
tion they have to supply by electronic
means: modems, computers, faxes,
where that is appropriate. This is done
within the framework of the Paper-
work Reduction Act, which we passed
unanimously last year.

This bill itself passed the House last
year unanimously, moved over to the
Senate, was discharged from commit-
tee, but never reached the Senate floor.
It came out of the Committee on Small
Business unanimously. It is supported
by the ranking member, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAFALCE], and
myself. It is a good bill and a good step
forward in trying to provide some addi-
tional options to people who are trying
to supply information to the govern-
ment in an efficient way at as little
cost as possible.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to encourage
quick passage of H.R. 852, entitled the ‘‘Pa-
perwork Elimination Act of 1997.’’

Paperwork demands of the Federal Govern-
ment place a tremendous burden upon all
Americans. Some estimates place the total
burden at more than 6 billion hours a year. To
place this staggering number in perspective, 6
billion hours of labor is equivalent to 3 million
employees working full-time to satisfy the
often repetitive and duplicative requests of
various Federal agencies. This is a expense
which small business can ill afford.

According to a 1995 study by Thomas Hop-
kins of the Rochester Institute of Technology,
small businesses with less than 20 employees
pay an average of $5,106 per employee annu-
ally in regulatory costs. This is in strong con-
trast to the average of $3,404 in regulatory
costs per employer which businesses with
more than 500 employees pay. Much of this
regulatory cost stems from paperwork—paper-
work which this legislation intends to eliminate.

The Paperwork Elimination Act builds upon
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 to fur-
ther minimize the burden of Federal paper-
work demands upon small businesses and
others. H.R. 852 would accomplish this by ad-
vancing the use of alternative information
technologies including electronic maintenance,
submission, and disclosure of information. Es-
sentially, this would mean that anyone with ac-
cess to a personal computer or even a phone
would be able to meet the Federal Govern-
ment’s information requests in an easier and
less timely fashion.

It is important to note that the Paperwork
Elimination Act requires Federal agencies to
provide for only the optical use of alternative
technologies in complying with informational
demands. This legislation should not in any
way be construed as a mandate on individ-
uals. Those without the ability or desire to
comply with Federal regulatory demands elec-
tronically would not be required to do so
against their will.

H.R. 852 is identical to legislation passed by
the House in the 104th Congress. In the last
Congress, after a thorough hearing by the
Small Business Subcommittee on Government
Programs, our committee adopted this meas-
ure by voice vote and the House went on to
pass it unanimously. Unfortunately, even
though this measure was discharged by the
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs,

the Senate was not able to take final action
before the close of the 104th Congress. After
consulting with Mr. LAFALCE, our ranking
member, we decided that we could move this
legislation through committee without the need
for an additional hearing. The committee held
a mark-up on this legislation last Thursday,
March 6. We reported this measure out unani-
mously by voice vote without amendment, and
filed our report later that day.

In conclusion, let me commend many out
there for moving into the information age with
such great speed and enthusiasm. I have ob-
served businesses of all sizes eagerly accept-
ing and embracing all forms of new tech-
nology. No office seems complete these days
without a computer and fax machine. Products
are being advertised, orders being taken, bills
being paid, all by electronic means. Why
should the Federal Government be any dif-
ferent?

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on H.R.
852, the Paperwork Elimination Act.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair notes
that control and duration of time for
general debate was set by order of the
House, meaning essentially 30 minutes
per side. While the previous request in
the Committee of the Whole is not con-
trolling, under the circumstances, how-
ever, the Chair notes that each side
may yield back any time that they
may desire.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

(Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong support of
H.R. 852, the Paperwork Elimination
Act of 1997, which the Committee on
Small Business reported out unani-
mously last week. I commend the
chairman and the ranking member for
bringing this bipartisan legislation to
the floor.

In approving this legislation, the
Committee on Small Business, which
has long been a forum for and a voice
of the small business community, took
another step forward, responding to
one of the principal ongoing concerns
of small business owners: the paper-
work burdens imposed on them by the
Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, the ambitious title of
the legislation notwithstanding, I do
not foresee a day in my lifetime when
we will eliminate paperwork. Nor do I
foresee the day when we will altogether
eliminate regulations. What we can do,
however, and what this bill does, is
take advantage of existing technology
capabilities and ease the regulatory
burden on small businesses by reducing
the amount of paper they must fill out,
mail, and file.

This legislation itself imposes no
burden. It has no mandates. It allows
those small business owners, educators,
State and local governments and oth-
ers the option of communicating with
the Federal Government via computer.
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Mr. Chairman, I see much progress

and no problems accompanying this
bill, and therefore I urge all of my dis-
tinguished colleagues to support it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to my friend,
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
LOBIONDO.]

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of this legislation. I
would like to point out that according
to the Small Business Administration,
small business owners spend at least 1
billion, that is right, 1 billion hours a
year in filling out government forms,
at an annual cost of $100 billion.

As someone who has spent more than
25 years in a small business, I can tes-
tify to the accuracy of this statistic. I
spent more than my fair share of time
filling out form after form after form.
The paperwork required by the Govern-
ment was seemingly endless. The Pa-
perwork Elimination Act will alleviate
the paper burden by giving small busi-
ness owners and employees the option
to submit information by electronic
means.

Over the last several years, we have
seen historic changes in the field of
telecommunications. This bill will
bring the Government into the infor-
mation age. Many small businesses al-
ready take advantage of various tech-
nologies used for communication. This
initiative would give businesses the op-
tion to use this technology to submit
information to the Government. If it
does not have the capability or the de-
sire to exchange information electroni-
cally, if a business does not want to do
that, they will not be penalized under
this bill.

I hope the days of filling out forms in
triplicates will be behind us. Passing
this bill will be a giant step closer to
that end.

In the last Congress, this legislation
passed the House of Representatives
with unanimous support but it never
saw action on the Senate floor. In this
session I hope we can put this bill on
the President’s desk, and I urge all of
my colleagues to strongly support the
legislation.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAFALCE], the distinguished
ranking member of the committee.

(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to praise the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TALENT], the new chairman of the
Committee on Small Business, and all
the members of the Committee on
Small Business, especially the fresh-
man members on both sides, for the
great work they have done so far.

I call upon everyone to support this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support and as a co-
sponsor of the Paperwork Elimination Act of
1997, introduced by my good friend and the

chairman of the Small Business Committee,
Congressman JIM TALENT.

Last year the Congress passed and the
President signed the Paperwork Reduction
Act, which mandates fixed percentage cuts in
paperwork burdens over the next few years.
The Paperwork Elimination Act builds on that
law by encouraging the electronic submission
and disclosure of regulations and submission
of information for regulatory compliance.

This legislation is easy to extol as all af-
fected parties are a winner. It urges the Fed-
eral Government to disseminate and receive
information by computer where appropriate.
As this involves putting already existing tech-
nology to better use, the Government will incur
little, if any, additional administrative or finan-
cial cost to comply with the provisions of this
legislation.

Small businesses, nonprofits, and State and
local governments stand to gain because they
may, if they choose, comply with Federal re-
quirements for information by furnishing it
electronically rather than on paper. If this
serves to reduce paperwork storage and com-
pliance time, then the burden of the small
business owner and others becomes a bit
lighter.

In the last several years on the Hill we have
seen in our own offices an amazing increase
in our reliance on computers and other forms
of information transmission and storage. We
have seen our ability to communicate become
faster and more efficient. It is time we take the
next logical step and prod Federal agencies to
open the door to electronic communication
with the businesses, States and towns of
America. The Paperwork Elimination Act is the
next logical step.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PAPPAS].

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Chairman, in my
office and in offices throughout our
country, e-mail has become an alter-
native and efficient way for people in
one office and different offices to trans-
fer information. Within minutes of
sending a message, memo, or docu-
ment, a recipient in the next office, or
someone who is five States away, re-
ceives information. It is quick, easy,
and it saves paper.

The technological advances of our
Nation have changed the face of doing
business, whether it is using e-mail,
having a WEB site, or even teleconfer-
encing businesses are taking advan-
tages of these technological advances
in order to speed up the transfer of in-
formation.

By passing the Paperwork Elimi-
nation Act, the Federal Government
can use these new advances in tech-
nology to reduce the burden on many
small businesses. The Government can
receive, disseminate, and respond to in-
quiries, input information, and save
thousands of pieces of paper by imple-
menting these new advances. The 104th
Congress took a giant step forward in
reducing the burdensome paperwork
that consumes many businesses by
passing the Paperwork Reduction Act.
The 105th Congress has an opportunity
to build on that and pass the Paper-
work Elimination Act.

b 1715
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.

Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PASCRELL].

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from New
York for yielding me this time. I com-
mend her efforts in bringing this legis-
lation to the floor.

The Paperwork Elimination Act is an
excellent piece of legislation. I believe
it will enjoy overwhelming bipartisan
support. The importance of small busi-
nesses in New Jersey cannot be empha-
sized enough. They are the backbone of
the State’s economy. Of the 187,000 full-
time business firms in New Jersey, 98
percent are small businesses, which are
independent businesses with fewer than
500 workers. The aim of this act is to
minimize the burden of Federal paper-
work on small businesses through the
use of electronic information tech-
nology.

To use an extreme example, some
small businesses are required to file
forms with up to 50 different Federal,
State and local agencies. This is impos-
sible. These bureaucratic demands can
strangle a small business. This bill
ameliorates this burden by requiring
all Federal agencies to provide the op-
tion of electronic submission of infor-
mation to all those who must comply
with Federal regulations. I believe it
will accomplish the goal that is set out
in the summary of the bill.

Small businesses play too significant
of a role in our economy. We need job
creation. We need productivity, and we
need expansion. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 852.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. SNOWBARGER].

(Mr. SNOWBARGER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SNOWBARGER. Mr. Chairman,
with that provision let me make just
two points in the interest of time.
First of all, I am very much supportive
of any efforts on the part of agencies to
allow electronic submission to take ad-
vantage of both efficiency and econ-
omy that is allowed by electronic sub-
missions.

The second point I would like to
make, however, is we must make sure
that the legislative history is clear on
this, that this is the option of the
small business and governments that
this is meant to provide some relief for
and it is not at the option of the agen-
cy.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the Paper-
work Elimination Act of 1997. This legislation
provides an option to small businesses and
others, who have the capacity to comply with
regulations by computer and other means, to
take advantage of electronic technology. This
is an effort to make it easier and less costly
to do business with the Government, and I
would encourage Government agencies to im-
prove their effectiveness in utilizing information
technology. I would like to point out that OMB
is required to oversee and promote the use of
electronic information technology.
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However, we should make it very clear that

the use of electronic technology is optional on
the part of those required to comply with Gov-
ernment paperwork mandates. I support this
legislation that will enable small businesses to
cut down the billion or so hours they spend
each year filling out Government forms, and,
hopefully, lower their costs of $100 billion.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
WEYGAND].

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from New
York for yielding me the time.

I would first of all like to com-
pliment our ranking member, from
New York [Mr. LAFALCE] and our
chairman, the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. TALENT]. If there is anything
that we have been talking about over
the last couple months, it is biparti-
sanship. This bill is probably the best
example of what anybody could call bi-
partisan legislation. It is here today. It
may be small. But it is indeed the first
effort that we have seen in this Con-
gress of a bipartisan piece of legisla-
tion, so I compliment them both.

As a former small business owner,
Mr. Chairman, I, like many of our col-
leagues, was besieged with Federal pa-
perwork, working nights and weekends,
taking time away from my family and
my clients to be able to fill in those
forms. This act will help change that.

More importantly, one of the things
that we have heard in this Congress
time and time again is that we must
teach our children about computers
and being more literate in that elec-
tronic field. This now forces us to also
recognize the Federal Government
must be literate in that area. It forces
them to be on the state of the art in
terms of technology. It forces us to fi-
nally get into the 21st century. It is a
great piece of legislation. It may be
small, but it moves us in the right di-
rection, not only for businesses but for
a bipartisan Congress. I hope Members
will all support it.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DAVIS].

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I first of all would like to commend
and congratulate Chairman TALENT
AND THE GENTLEMAN FROM NEW YORK
[MR. LAFALCE], the ranking member,
for the exemplary leadership that they
provided in bringing this legislation to
the floor.

I want to concur and agree with the
words that have already been spoken
by most of my colleagues and would
simply echo their sentiments. But I
would like to add that I hope that in
the implementation of this act that
even those businesses that we call
micro businesses, the ma and pa shops,
the cleaners, the beauty shops, the bar-
ber shops, those that do not even have

computers, I would hope that the legis-
lation would be implemented in such a
way that there would be a facility
someplace that they could go and re-
ceive assistance so that they, too,
could benefit from this legislation.

I think it is an excellent display of
bipartisanship, and I hope that we can
display in the near future the same
kind of bipartisanship, the same kind
of concern for campaign finance reform
so that the people of this country can
have the same assurances that small
businesses will have, that they will get
the most from their government.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to thank all the speakers for
their kind words about the bill and
about the process. I do need to thank
some other people, Mr. Chairman, very
briefly. The Committee on Small Busi-
ness shares jurisdiction over issues in-
volving paperwork reduction with the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], the
chairman, and his staff for agreeing to
waive their primary jurisdiction over
the legislation. I also want to thank
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MCINTOSH], a member of the Commit-
tee on Small Business who in his role
as chairman of the Subcommittee on
National Economic Growth, Natural
Resources, and Regulatory Affairs of
the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, has along with his staff
also assisted greatly in helping us
move this measure forward in a speedy
fashion.

I would also like to thank our rank-
ing member, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAFALCE], for his help in
moving the bill through the committee
at information age speed. It could not
have been done without him. I would
also like to thank the Committee on
Small Business staff who worked on
the legislation: Jeff Polich, Emily Mur-
phy, Laurie Rains, and Harry Katrichis
for the majority, and Patricia
Hennessey and Tom Powers for the mi-
nority.

With that, I urge my colleagues to
vote yes on this important bill, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of H.R. 852, the
Paperwork Reduction Act. This bill is an im-
portant step into the technological age.

H.R. 852 will allow businesses to choose to
submit required information to the Government
by electronic filing. It will benefit businesses by
allowing them to use the most efficient means
available to communicate with the Govern-
ment.

H.R. 852 brings both business and govern-
ment into the modern age where information is
transferred quickly and efficiently through the
electronic medium. In so doing, it has the im-
portant effect of conserving resources—both
human and material—and eliminating waste.

In the 104th Congress, we recognized the
merits of H.R. 852 and voted unanimously in

favor of similar legislation. Our colleagues in
the Senate, however, did not act. I hope that
in this new session, the House and Senate will
stand together in support of this important leg-
islation. However, as we work to reduce pa-
perwork—a real discussion on campaign fi-
nance reform, should become a part of the
House agenda. That is a necessary part of
this body’s work.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in

strong and enthusiastic support of H.R. 852,
the Paperwork Elimination Act of 1997. This is
important legislation that will assist in the proc-
ess of lowering the paperwork burden that the
Federal Government places on small busi-
nesses throughout this country, and will facili-
tate Federal agencies’ efforts to fulfill their re-
quirements under the Paperwork Reduction
Act.

We all know that the Federal Government
places an enormous paperwork burden on
small business owners. The amount of forms
that it requires to be maintained or submitted
is staggering.

One study that was conducted by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office estimates the Govern-
ment-wide paperwork burden to be 7 billion
hours per year.

Because of this burden that it creates, the
Federal Government has an obligation to
make compliance with these demands as easy
and straightforward as possible. That is what
the Paperwork Elimination Act is designed to
address. It simply states that the Federal Gov-
ernment should recognize the advancements
in information technology management that
have been made in recent years, and allow
small business owners to utilize them when
meeting the demands that the Government
makes.

As chair of the Small Business Com-
mittee’s Regulatory Reform and Paper-
work Reduction Subcommittee, I con-
stantly hear from small business own-
ers across the country who are des-
perate for additional paperwork relief.
As a former small business owner, I
know first hand and can testify to the
demands that paperwork and record-
keeping can place on the busy schedule
of those trying to successfully operate
their own business. H.R. 852 simply pro-
vides an additional tool for these indi-
viduals to have at their disposal.

The one other important aspect of
this legislation that I would like to
highlight today is the flexibility it pro-
vides small business. While requiring
that Federal agencies accommodate al-
ternative information technologies,
these amendments to the Paperwork
Reduction Act leave the decision of
employing such technologies squarely
in the hands of the small business
owner. We did not need another man-
date from the Government telling
small businessmen and women how
they must comply. Rather, we need to
give them the option of deciding the
best way in which they can meet the
requirements placed upon them.

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] for
introducing this legislation. As we all
know, this bill overwhelmingly passed
this Chamber during the 104th Con-
gress. I would like to urge all Members
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to support H.R. 852 and help make this
important legislation become law.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. All time for general

debate has expired.
Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be

considered under the 5-minute rule by
section. Each section shall be consid-
ered as having been read.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered as having been read.

The Clerk will designate section 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Paperwork

Elimination Act of 1997’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 1?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 2.

The text of section 2 is as follows:
SEC. 2. PURPOSES.

The purpose of this Act is to—
(1) minimize the burden of Federal paper-

work demands upon small businesses, edu-
cational and nonprofit institutions, Federal
contractors, State and local governments,
and other persons through the sponsorship
and use of alternative information tech-
nologies, including the use of electronic
maintenance, submission, or disclosure of in-
formation to substitute for paper; and

(2) more effectively enable Federal agen-
cies to achieve the purposes of chapter 35 of
title 44, United States Code, popularly
known as the ‘‘Paperwork Reduction Act’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 2?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 3.

The text of section 3 is as follows:
SEC. 3. AUTHORITY AND FUNCTIONS OF THE DI-

RECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF MAN-
AGEMENT AND BUDGET.

(a) DIRECTION AND OVERSIGHT OF INFORMA-
TION TECHNOLOGY.—Section 3504(a)(1)(B)(vi)
of title 44, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(vi) the acquisition and use of informa-
tion technology, including the use of alter-
native information technologies, such as the
use of electronic submission, maintenance,
or disclosure of information to substitute for
paper.’’.

(b) PROMOTION OF USE OF ELECTRONIC IN-
FORMATION TECHNOLOGY.—Section 3504(h) of
title 44, United States Code, is amended by
striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon at the
end of paragraph (4), by striking the period
at the end of paragraph (5) and inserting ‘‘;
and’’, and by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(6) specifically promote the optional use
of electronic maintenance, submission, or
disclosure of information where appropriate,
as an alternative information technology to
substitute for paper.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 3?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 4.

The text of section 4 is as follows:
SEC. 4. ASSIGNMENT OF TASKS AND DEADLINES.

Section 3505(a)(3) of title 44, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ after the
semicolon at the end of subparagraph (B), by
striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (C) and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(D) a description of progress in providing
for the use of electronic submission, mainte-
nance, or disclosure of information to sub-
stitute for paper, including the extent to
which such progress accomplishes reduction
of burden on small businesses or other per-
sons.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 4?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 5.

The text of section 5 is as follows:
SEC. 5. FEDERAL AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES.

(a) PROVIDING FOR USE OF ELECTRONIC IN-
FORMATION MANAGEMENT.—Section
3506(c)(1)(B) of title 44, United States Code, is
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semi-
colon at the end of clause (ii) and by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(iv) provides for the optional use, where
appropriate, of electronic maintenance, sub-
mission, or disclosure of information; and’’.

(b) PROMOTION OF ELECTRONIC INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT.—Section 3506(c)(3)(C) of title
44, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘or’’ after the semicolon at the end of
clause (ii), by adding ‘‘or’’ after the semi-
colon at the end of clause (iii), and by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(iv) the promotion and optional use,
where appropriate, of electronic mainte-
nance, submission, or disclosure of informa-
tion.’’.

(c) USE OF ALTERNATIVE INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGIES.—Section 3506(c)(3)(J) of title
44, United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(J) to the maximum extent practicable,
uses alternative information technologies,
including the use of electronic maintenance,
submission, or disclosure of information, to
reduce burden and improve data quality,
agency efficiency and responsiveness to the
public.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to section 5?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 6.

The text of section 6 is as follows:
SEC. 6. PUBLIC INFORMATION COLLECTION AC-

TIVITIES; SUBMISSION TO DIREC-
TOR; APPROVAL AND DELEGATION.

Section 3507(a)(1)(D)(ii) of title 44, United
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and’’
after the semicolon at the end of subclause
(V), by adding ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon at
the end of subclause (VI), and by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(VII) a description of how respondents
may, if appropriate, electronically maintain,
submit, or disclose information under the
collection of information.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 6?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 7.

The text of section 7 is as follows:
SEC. 7. RESPONSIVENESS TO CONGRESS.

Section 3514(a)(2) of title 44, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ after the
semicolon at the end of subparagraph (C), by
striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (D) and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(E) reduced the collection of information
burden on small businesses and other persons
through the use of electronic maintenance,
submission, or disclosure of information to
substitute for paper maintenance, submis-
sion, or disclosure of information, includ-
ing—

‘‘(i) a description of instances where such
substitution has added to burden; and

‘‘(ii) specific identification of such in-
stances relating to the Internal Revenue
Service.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 7?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 8.

The text of section 8 is as follows:
SEC. 8. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act shall take effect October 1, 1998.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 8 or to the bill?

If not, under the rule, the Committee
rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY) having assumed the
chair, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
852) to amend chapter 35 of title 44,
United States Code, popularly known
as the Paperwork Reduction Act, to
minimize the burden of Federal paper-
work demands upon small businesses,
educational and nonprofit institutions,
Federal contractors, State and local
governments, and other persons
through the sponsorship and use of al-
ternative information technologies,
pursuant to House Resolution 88, he re-
ported the bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 395, nays 0,
not voting 37, as follows:

[Roll No. 50]

YEAS—395

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis

Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell

Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
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Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler

Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver

Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman

Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh

Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand

White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—37

Baker
Barton
Becerra
Berman
Blumenauer
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Callahan
Clay
Clayton
Dicks
Etheridge
Everett

Gallegly
Hyde
John
Johnson (CT)
Kingston
Klug
Largent
Manton
McCarthy (MO)
McCrery
McHugh
McIntyre
Meehan

Nethercutt
Ortiz
Price (NC)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun
Sanchez
Schaefer, Dan
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Young (FL)

b 1743

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, please let the
RECORD show that had I been present I would
have voted ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall No. 50.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
legislation just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
engage in a colloquy with my friend
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] about
the schedule for the remainder of the
week and for next week.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to my friend
from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. My good friend, the
minority whip, I would say to him, Mr.
Speaker, that we are pleased to an-
nounce the House has completed its
work for the week and there will be no
more votes today or for the rest of the
week.

The House will next meet at 2 p.m.
on the infamous day of Monday, March
17; I think some others than the Scotch
that I am would refer to that as St.
Patrick’s Day; for a pro forma session.
Of course there will be no legislative
business and no votes on that day.

On Tuesday, March 18, we will meet
at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour and 2
p.m. for legislative business. Members

should note that any recorded votes
will be postponed until 5 p.m. on Tues-
day, March 18.

Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday we hope to
consider the following five bills under
suspension of the rules. They are:

H.R. 924, the Victim Allocution Clari-
fication Act of 1997; H.R. 927, the U.S.
Marshals Improvement Act; H.R. 672, a
bill containing technical amendments
to copyright laws; H.R. 908, a bill to es-
tablish a commission on structural al-
ternatives for the Federal Court of Ap-
peals, and H.R. 514, a bill to permit the
waiver of D.C. residency requirements
for certain employees of the office of
the D.C. Inspector General.

Also on Tuesday, March 18, the House
will consider under an open rule H.R.
412, the Oroville-Tonasket Claims Set-
tlement Act; that is under an open
rule.

The House will meet for legislative
business at 11 a.m. on Wednesday,
March 19, and at 10 a.m. on Thursday,
March 20. We plan to take up the fol-
lowing measures, all of which will be
subject to rules:

H.R. 1, the Working Families Flexi-
bility Act of 1997; H.R. 929, a bill to ban
partial-birth abortions, and H.Res. 91, a
resolution providing amounts for the
expenses of certain House committees
for the 105th Congress.

We hope to conclude business and
begin the spring district work period
by 6 p.m. on Thursday, March 20, and I
would thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me to explain this to the mem-
bership.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for his explanation. I
have just a couple of questions I would
like to pose to him if he would indulge
me for a second here.

On Tuesday H.R. 412, the bill that fol-
lows the suspension, the Oroville-
Tonasket Claim Settlement Act; that
is under an open rule on the floor. Does
the gentleman from New York expect
to complete that bill on Tuesday?

Mr. SOLOMON. Yes, we do.
Mr. BONIOR. So it could be into the

evening on Tuesday?
Mr. SOLOMON. I do not expect we

would go—that is not a very controver-
sial bill, and I would expect we would
be out sixish or even sooner perhaps.

Mr. BONIOR. Just so that the gen-
tleman is aware, there is opposition to
it on our side of the aisle, and I just
want the gentleman——

Mr. SOLOMON. I know of one signifi-
cant amendment that we discussed in
the Committee on Rules.

Mr. BONIOR. So it may take a while
and Members might be apprised that it
may run a little bit beyond 6 o’clock. I
just want the gentleman to know that.

And on Wednesday and Thursday, 19
and 20, my colleague mentioned the
three bills. Does he know which day he
is going to bring them up yet? H.R. 1?

Mr. SOLOMON. I say to the minority
whip that he is a former member of the
Committee on Rules and served there
with me for many years. We expect to
take up on the floor the Working Fami-
lies Flexibility Act. It will be under a
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fair structured rule. That will cer-
tainly be the first taken up.

Mr. BONIOR. Wednesday maybe for
that bill?

Mr. SOLOMON. Excuse me?
Mr. BONIOR. Is the gentleman from

New York anticipating maybe Wednes-
day for that particular bill?

Mr. SOLOMON. Yes.
Mr. BONIOR. OK.
Mr. SOLOMON. And we are uncertain

as to which of the next two would be
brought up first, the ban on partial-
birth abortions and the resolution pro-
viding amounts for the expenses of cer-
tain House committees for the 105th
Congress. They both will most likely
be brought up on Thursday.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman from
Michigan yield to me.

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I was
delighted to hear my friend from New
York say that the flexibility bill would
be brought up under a fair structured
rule, obviously meaning amendments
would be allowed.

May I safely assume that the other
two important bills would also be
brought up under fair structured rules
and allowing amendments that week?

Mr. SOLOMON. I can assure the gen-
tleman. He knows that I made a per-
sonal commitment, as did Speaker
GINGRICH, that we would be at least as
fair as the Democrats were always to
us and probably much fairer.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. If the
gentleman would yield again, I am glad
to know he is flexible. May I ask my
question again? The gentleman said
there would be a fair structured rule.
Does that mean that there would also
be a fair structured rule of the same
sort to the other bills?

Mr. SOLOMON. I would think so, al-
though we have a fair Committee on
Rules and we always take the minority
in consultation, and we will have to
make that decision. I certainly do not
want to speak for all nine of them.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. We
will settle for the gentleman’s commit-
ment.

Mr. SOLOMON. My commitment is
always to be fair.

Mr. BONIOR. I just want the gen-
tleman to understand on the commit-
tee funding bill there is an immense
amount of controversy on that bill and
concern on our side with respect to the
division of funding, and I hope it is not
the last thing we do before we break
for spring because I just want the gen-
tleman to be aware that there are very
strong feelings by our ranking and sen-
ior Members with respect to the fund-
ing of that bill.

So I hope we can work some things
out next week on it, but if we cannot,
I do not think it would be wise to make
that the last order of business.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me just
mention that the gentleman was pa-
tient in the debate we had this after-
noon with respect to the paperwork re-

duction bill, specifically the previous
question that dealt with campaign fi-
nance reform. I just want the gen-
tleman to know with the deepest
amount of respect how strongly we feel
on our side of the aisle about that bill,
about having—not that bill, that proc-
ess, and having something coming to
the floor. We can discuss a variety of
bills and approaches, and we will be
pressing that—as the gentleman prob-
ably was able to ascertain from our ef-
forts today, we will be pressing that on
a regular basis, and we are hopeful that
in a fair, bipartisan manner we can
have this out on the floor where we get
a full debate and we can do it in a
timely fashion.

Now we do not expect it to be done
next week or perhaps within the next
month. We expect some idea of when
we as a body can address this issue,
which is a growing cancer on the
Democratic institution that we love so
much here.

So I just want the gentleman to
know up front where we are coming
from, if he has not figured it out, and
I am sure he has by now, about how
strongly we feel about this, and I
thank him so much.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, first of all I want
to thank him for thanking me for being
patient this afternoon. Sometimes that
is hard to do, but we certainly are try-
ing to have some comity in the House
that will allow us to have meaningful
work produced, and, as the gentleman
knows, campaign finance reform is a
very complex and important issue.

Unfortunately, or fortunately, which-
ever way one looks at it, we are bound
by the U.S. Constitution. There are
people like me that would like to bring
a bill to the floor yesterday for full fi-
nancial disclosure on everything, and I
feel very strongly about that, just as
strongly as the gentleman does on
other aspects. But because it is com-
plex, because we are bound by the Con-
stitution, we have to make sure that
what we do is going to stand the con-
stitutional test, and that is going to
take some time, but I do believe that
this issue is going to be dealt with, and
the gentleman has my assurances to
help him make sure that we bring a
meaningful bill to the floor that can be
enforced, not like the present laws,
which have been broken, as the gen-
tleman knows, and which need to be
enforced.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, and I would say in just
brief response that it is just not a bill
that we are interested in. We are inter-
ested in having their idea come to the
floor as well as the myriad of ideas
that we have out here to resolve this.
The Senate is already moving on deal-
ing with a constitutional amendment,
and it seems to me that we ought to be
at least discussing when, in fact, we
will have our day. I frankly think this
needs a week, a full week at least, of
discussion on the floor because of its
importance to the Democratic process

and our lives, and our lives, which in
many ways are out of control because
of what we have got to go through, the
hurdles that all of us have to go
through, to compete in this insane sys-
tem that we are living in.

So I thank my colleague, and I want
to make sure that his disclosure bill
has an opportunity, and I may indeed
support it, but I think other opportuni-
ties ought to be available as well, and
we wish the gentleman from New York
a good weekend.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman would yield,
I also want to say this is my day to be
delighted at the resolution of my friend
from New York. I was particularly
pleased to hear him pledge absolute fe-
alty to the Supreme Court’s interpreta-
tion of the Constitution as governing
what we do, and I look forward to our
being very closely governed by what
the Supreme Court says we can and
cannot do for the rest of the year.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will just yield further, I
know Members probably want to go
home for the evening, but I am just
sure that no American expects a doctor
to prescribe surgery until he has done
a thorough examination, and I am
going to tell the gentleman my col-
leagues all know I have been very
much involved in what has been going
on with what I consider scandals on not
only breaking campaign laws. Those
are very important laws. As my col-
league knows, one single little viola-
tion is subject to a $5,000 fine and/or 5
years in jail and, lord knows, there
have been so many violations, and we
really need to get to the bottom of
those, see what it is, and I think that
will lead us into maybe some meaning-
ful legislation to perhaps correct some
of those illegal activities that have
been going on.

And I thank the gentleman, and I
wish him a very happy weekend as
well.

f

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MARCH 17, 1997

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to
meet at 2 p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
MARCH 18, 1997

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Monday, March 17,
1997, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, March 18, 1997, for morning
hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
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DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR

WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

f

b 1800

PEACE AND STABILITY SOUGHT IN
MIDDLE EAST

(Mr. BARCIA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, the people
of Israel have endured a history of
military threat that would have
crushed a lesser nation. They have
fought for and earned freedom and the
right to be recognized as a nation of re-
solve.

The Palestinian people have also
faced many challenges and difficult
trials. The peace process has been as
much a blessing to them as it has to
the people of Israel. It was a major suc-
cess for our Nation to have helped fa-
cilitate peace negotiations between the
leaders of Israel and Palestine, and it is
a delicate balance to maintain this
most promising dialog. But recent re-
ports that Yasser Arafat has invited
diplomatic officials from several na-
tions, including the United States, to
criticize Israel for building in Jerusa-
lem and redeployment from the West
Bank can be a major impediment to
the peace process.

I am deeply troubled by the fact that
Israel has not been invited to partici-
pate in this meeting. I am even more
troubled that the United States has ap-
parently agreed to attend what would
appear to be a one-sided meeting. Just
as we cannot hear the sound of one
hand clapping, we cannot expect to re-
solve conflicts by hearing only one side
of the story.

Over the years our Nation, under sev-
eral Presidents, has invested too much
to blemish the wonderful image that
we all have of Yasser Arafat and
Yitzhak Rabin shaking hands in front
of President Clinton at the White
House, signifying that an era of mutual
respect was replacing one of hostility.

I implore President Clinton and Sec-
retary Albright to reconsider our par-
ticipation in the meeting in Gaza.
Please do not allow the news of the mo-
ment to overwhelm the work of a gen-
eration of leaders. Do not attend this
meeting unless both parties to the ne-
gotiations agree that it will contribute
to stability and our ultimate goal of
peace in the Middle East.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
MEXICO-UNITED STATES INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Without objection, and
pursuant to the provisions of 22 U.S.C.
276h, the Chair announces the Speak-
er’s appointment of the following Mem-
ber of the House to the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group:

Mr. KOLBE of Arizona, Chairman.
There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
CANADA-UNITED STATES INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sion of 22 U.S.C. 276d, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
the following Member of the House to
the Canada-United States Interpar-
liamentary Group:

Mr. HOUGHTON of New York, Chair-
man.

There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND
COOPERATION IN EUROPE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sions of Section 3 of Public Law 93–304,
as amended by Section 1 of Public Law
99–7, the Chair announces the Speak-
er’s appointment of the following Mem-
bers of the House to the Commission on
Security and Cooperation in Europe:

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, co-chair-
man; and Messrs. PORTER, WOLF, SALM-
ON, and CHRISTENSEN.

There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT TO NATIONAL COM-
MITTEE ON VITAL AND HEALTH
STATISTICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 306(k)(3)(a) of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
242k(k)), as amended by section 263 of
Public Law 104–191, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
Mr. Jeffrey S. Blair of Atlanta, Georgia
to the National Committee on Vital
and Health Statistics on the part of the
House.

There was no objection.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
commend the outstanding work of Lou Hinds,
who has managed the J.N. ‘‘Ding’’ Darling Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge on my home Island of

Sanibel for the last 7 years. It came as no sur-
prise when I heard that Lou was recently
named ‘‘Refuge Manager of the Year’’ by the
National Wildlife Refuge Association. He will
receive his award in Washington on Monday,
March 17. Throughout his service, Lou has
taken a partnership approach to managing the
refuge, involving local students, residents,
tourists and community leaders. The commu-
nity outreach program under Lou’s direction is
one of the most innovative in the country and
many other refuges are working to replicate it.

The involvement of the community has been
crucial to the success of the refuge. Realizing
that the current visitor’s center cannot ade-
quately meet demand, refuge volunteers are
spearheading a drive to improve the visitor’s
center through the use of private funds.

The refuge also works extensively with local
students. Most notably, the Junior Naturalist
Program, an educational partnership with an
elementary school adjacent to the refuge, has
been a terrific success.

This community-oriented approach has ben-
efitted the refuge in terms of more space,
equipment, and volunteers, but more impor-
tant, it has allowed the refuge to serve as an
educational resource for residents of south-
west Florida and our many visitors from
around the world. As a result, many have
learned firsthand that by pursuing a sensible
approach to safeguarding our resources, we
can maintain a reasonable balance between
growth and environmental protection.

Lou’s work has made ‘‘Ding’’ Darling one of
the finest refuges in the Nation, and I know
that I speak for southwest Florida in express-
ing gratitude for the time and energy he has
given so enthusiastically over the years. I want
to extend sincere congratulations for a well-
deserved honor.
f

EXPORT PROMOTION PROGRAMS
KEEP JOBS IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MANZULLO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, we are
engaged in a massive war, not with
communist enemies or terrorist states,
but with our friends and allies. This is
not a military conflict, but a global
economic war, competing for billions
and billions’ worth of export opportuni-
ties.

The battlefields are the towns and
the factories spread throughout this
great land of ours, and the foot soldiers
in this war are the hard-working indi-
viduals whose efforts receive little rec-
ognition, but who drive the economy.
They get up every morning, pack their
lunch, get their kids off to school, go
to their jobs and put a meaningful
day’s work in, and return home to their
families, often unaware that a global
economic war swirls around them.

This year Congress will reexamine
several export promotion programs, in-
cluding the Export-Import Bank of the
United States, the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation, the Trade and
Development Agency, the Inter-
national Trade Administration, and
the Commerce Department.

All of these programs are vital stra-
tegic arms, helping these forgotten
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Americans keep their jobs in this glob-
al battle for market share. Yet some in
Congress would ignore this reality and
abolish some or all of these programs.
They think these programs are unnec-
essary or corporate welfare. But just as
unilateral disarmament did not work
against the Soviet Union during the
cold war, efforts to cut or eliminate
U.S. government export promotion pro-
grams will not stop foreign government
subsidies of exports.

Who do you think would win if the
U.S. withdraws support for the Export-
Import Bank or OPIC? Only our vigor-
ous competitors in Europe, Japan, and
Canada would be the winners.

Japan supports more than 32 percent
of its exports with some form of export
credit. France finances 18.6 percent.
Yet the U.S. supports only 2 percent of
its own exports, and some in Congress
would do away even with this.

No one particularly likes Govern-
ment support for exports. I wish I could
waive a magic wand and everyone,
completely based solely on quality and
price, would be able to compete. But,
unfortunately, that is not reality in
the global arena.

Let me give you one specific example
that impacted the district I am privi-
leged to represent. Beloit Corp., with
operations in Beloit, WI and Rockton,
IL is a manufacturer of paper-making
machines. There are only two other
companies in the world that make
similar equipment, one located in Fin-
land, the other in Germany. Beloit
wished to sell two machines to Asia
Pulp and Pacific worth $330 million.
This sale represents 40 percent of total
sales for Beloit, translating into 2
years of steady work for 2,000 high
wage, highly skilled union employees.

Obviously a sale of this magnitude
takes several months and lots of hard
work to compete. At every step of the
way, Beloit’s competitors from Finland
and Germany were waiting outside the
door of Asia Pulp and Pacific to take
advantage of any opportunity. These
foreign companies had already lined up
support of their home government’s ex-
port credit finance agency for their
machines. Recently Ex-Im Bank came
through with a $270 million loan that
provided the winning edge for Beloit to
finalize the contract.

If Ex-Im was not there, Finland or
Germany certainly would have filled
the gap, and hundreds of forgotten
Americans in Beloit, WI, and Rockton,
IL would have been out of work. Ex-
Im’s actions were vital in solidifying
America’s position and in the global
marketplace in the paper-making in-
dustry.

It is because of examples like Beloit
Corp. that inspire me to fight for these
export promotion programs. They are
vital strategic weapons, not frivolous.
In 1995, Ex-Im helped generate $13.5 bil-
lion in exports for the U.S. economy,
which directly supported about 200,000
high-wage U.S. jobs. Last year OPIC
backed projects generated nearly $10
billion in U.S. exports. The Trade De-

velopment Agency has helped generate
$9 billion in exports since its creation
in 1981.

These are not faceless statistics; they
are backed by hundreds of examples all
across America, like Beloit, where a
little help from these U.S. agencies and
the Commerce Department proved to
be the winning edge in securing a for-
eign contract.

Until all countries do away with all
government export subsidies in a mul-
tilateral framework, these programs
deserve our full support.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. SMITH of Michigan addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]
f

MARCH 1997 NATIONAL EYE DONOR
MONTH PROCLAMATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Bilirakis] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, since
1983, Congress has joined with the Eye
Bank Association of America in pro-
claiming March as National Eye Donor
Month. March is a time to encourage
all Americans to register their eyes for
donation. Throughout the country, the
miracle of transplant surgery is dras-
tically improving people’s lives.

Today I rise to request that my col-
leagues take a few minutes to focus on
eye donations. Some of you may not
realize that a person’s vision can be re-
stored through corneal transplan-
tation. Every year, thousands of cor-
neal transplants are performed across
the country, restoring precious sight to
both the young and old. In 1995, over
44,000 corneas were made available by
our Nation’s eye banks for transplan-
tation procedures.

While figures for 1996 are still being
tallied, even greater totals are ex-
pected.

In fact, just outside my district, the
Lions Club of Tampa, FL, operates one
of the largest eye banks in the world.
The Central Florida Eye and Tissue
Bank restores sight to over 2,000 people
every year. Nevertheless, the need for
corneal transplants continues.

The benefits of sight-restoring trans-
plant surgeries extend well beyond the
people who receive the transplants.
The benefits also extend to the trans-
plant recipients’ families, friends and
communities.

In recent years, the public education
campaigns launched by Congress, edu-
cators, and the media have had a posi-
tive impact on the success of eye dona-
tion programs.

Since 1961, when the Eye Bank Asso-
ciation of America was founded, mem-
ber eye banks have made over a half
million corneal transplants possible.
The success rate of these transplants,
Mr. Speaker, exceeds 95 percent.

Let me stress an important point.
Anyone can be an eye donor. It does
not matter if people have cataracts,
poor eyesight, or other eye ailments.
They can still contribute to improving
the life of fellow human being, regard-
less of age or health status.

Another area that is somewhat con-
fusing is how one becomes an organ
donor. Many States have potential
organ donors declare their intentions
on their driving licenses. However, in
order to guarantee that an organ dona-
tion will occur, a person must share,
and I repeat, must share these inten-
tions with his or her next of kin and
other family members.

In some cases, the deceased person’s
next of kin may object to their loved
one becoming an organ donor because
the matter was never discussed. If an
individual’s next of kin objects to their
loved one becoming an organ donor,
those wishes are usually respected. It
is extremely important that potential
organ donors make their intentions
clear with family members before it is
too late.

Today, Mr. Speaker, we have a tre-
mendous opportunity to educate our
fellow Americans about eye donations.
We must take this occasion to encour-
age all Americans to give the gift of
sight.

What better legacy to leave than to
have our eyes become someone else’s
miracle?
f
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CONSERVATION RESERVE
PROGRAM

THE SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this
Member comes to the floor to raise
concerns about the Conservation Re-
serve Program signup which began on
March 3.

Over the past decade, the Conserva-
tion Reserve Program, the CRP, has
proven to be enormously successful. It
is a national investment which pro-
vides dividends to farmers, environ-
mentalists, sportsmen, conservation-
ists, the general public, and wildlife.
The CRP is a voluntary program estab-
lished by Congress in 1985 that provides
incentives for farmers to convert land
poorly suited for row crops into grass-
lands and tree cover. Grasslands and
trees in turn prevent topsoil erosion,
improve water quality, and provide
critical wildlife habitat.

The CRP has now reached a critical
point as previous contracts expire and
new land is enrolled in the program.
This September, the contracts on more
than 60 percent of existing CRP acres
will expire. That is 60 percent. Last
month, the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture issued its long-delayed rules to
govern the enrollment of new land into
the program. The new rules make two-
thirds of all existing U.S. farmland eli-
gible for the program. It is possible
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that half the program’s acres could be
enrolled during this upcoming signup
period.

These facts make it clear that a care-
ful, thoughtful approach is needed to
ensure that the benefits of this success-
ful program are not lost. Unfortu-
nately, this Member must be concerned
that the complex new rules combined
with the short time frame in place to
implement them could lead to an un-
mitigated disaster which could tarnish
this program for many years to come.

By taking so long to issue the rules,
the USDA left a ridiculously short
amount of time to inform producers
and employees about the changes, con-
duct the signup and reach decisions
about which bids to accept. Mr. Speak-
er, this is clearly a recipe for a bureau-
cratic disaster. While the intent of the
new rules to focus on more environ-
mentally sensitive land is, indeed,
laudable, and supported by this Mem-
ber, this Member is also concerned that
the rushed and haphazard signup proc-
ess will make this goal much more dif-
ficult to reach.

Although local USDA employees are
doing their best to implement these
new rules, they have clearly been given
a demanding task which has been made
even more difficult by shifting instruc-
tions. Recent changes in the rating
system during the signup process has
only added to the frustration of pro-
ducers.

Another concern about the signup is
that the proposed rental rates an-
nounced by the Farm Service Agency
office do not reflect the grassroots
input that was solicited and furnished
last fall. A related concern is that the
resulting rates in many instances could
significantly distort any signup efforts.

A local County Conservation Review
Group recently reviewed the rental
rates for counties in southeastern Ne-
braska which were announced by the
USDA. In one instance, the same type
of soil is projected for a rental value of
$84 per acre in one county but only $58
per acre across the road in another
county. Disparities such as this are
simply too great.

Mr. Speaker, this Nation has in-
vested too much in the CRP to risk it
on a rushed signup process. This Mem-
ber believes it would be wise, and yes,
absolutely necessary to offer an exten-
sion for existing contracts which expire
this year. Such action would allow suf-
ficient time to carefully analyze the
new guidelines and determine whether
any corrections are needed before the
majority of CRP signups take place.

I would like to start it now because
so much is involved in the signup pe-
riod, but simply, we have waited too
long at the USDA. It would be ex-
tremely detrimental if irreversible
damage is done to the CRP during this
signup period. This Member believes
that the new process should be tested
to determine whether the new rules are
feasible and beneficial. Action must be
taken now before it is too late.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. QUINN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. QUINN addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

f

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF ST.
PATRICK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr.
SCARBOROUGH] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
want to speak about something a little
bit out of the ordinary of what has
been discussed today. I want to talk
about St. Patrick. We are coming up on
St. Patrick’s Day, and though many
people celebrate it in this country, few
in America understand or recognize the
significance of St. Patrick in the his-
tory of western civilization.

In fact, I have been reading a book
called ‘‘How The Irish Saved Civiliza-
tion,’’ and it lays out wonderfully the
story of St. Patrick who, at the age of
16, was a member of a British family in
the fourth century and was also a
member of the Roman Empire.

Late one night he was actually kid-
napped by Irish barbarians and sold
into the slave trade in the fourth cen-
tury, and from the age of 16 to the age
of 22 he stayed out in the cold and the
rain as a shepherd. He was poorly
clothed, he was not fed well at all, and
in fact he spent his evenings nearly
freezing to death in barns along with
the other slaves.

In the middle of the night, of one of
his nights in his 22d year, God came to
him in a vision and told him to go
south, a ship would be waiting for him.
So Patrick journeyed south and sure
enough, a ship was waiting for him
that took him back to Great Britain.

The story of Patrick goes that he
went back to Great Britain, once again
was reunited with his family, was edu-
cated, and a few years later God came
to him again in a dream and told Pat-
rick that it was his duty to go back
and spread the gospel to the people of
Ireland.

This was a first, and in fact, I will be
reading from ‘‘How The Irish Saved
Civilization.’’ Thomas Cahill writes:

However blind his British contemporaries
in the 4th century may have been, the great-
ness of Patrick is beyond dispute. He was the
first human being in the history of the world
to speak out unequivocally against slavery.
He was also a first as the first missionary to
barbarians beyond the reach of the Roman
law. The step he took was in a way as bold
as Columbus’, and a thousand times more
humane, speaking out against slavery and
going to barbarians to spread the Gospel. He
himself was aware of its radical nature.

‘‘The Gospel,’’ he reminded his accus-
ers later in life, ‘‘has been preached to
the point beyond which there is no
one,’’ nothing but the ocean. Nor was
he blind to his dangers, for even in his

last years, he said, ‘‘Every day I am
ready to be murdered, betrayed,
enslaved, whatever may come my
way.’’ But in his last years, he could
probably look out over an Ireland that
was transformed by his teaching.

With the Irish, and even with the
kings, Patrick succeeded beyond meas-
ure. Within his lifetime or soon after
his death, the Irish slave trade which
had once enslaved him came to a
screeching halt, and other forms of vio-
lence, such as murder and intertribal
warfare, decreased greatly.

However, Patrick’s emotional grasp
of Christian truth may have been his
greatest success, and greater than
Augustine’s. Augustine looked into his
own heart and found there the inex-
pressible anguish of each individual,
which enabled him to articulate a the-
ory of sin that has no equal, which is
the dark side of Christianity.

Patrick prayed, made peace with
God, and then looked not only into his
own heart but into the hearts of others.
What he saw convinced him of the
bright side, that even slave traders can
be turned into liberators, even mur-
derers can act as peacemakers, and
even barbarians can take their places
among the nobility of heaven.

Hopefully, Mr. Speaker, on this St.
Patrick’s Day that is a lesson that all
of us can learn.
f

HEALTH CARE FOR OUR NATION’S
CHILDREN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, once
again, today I rise to draw the atten-
tion of my colleagues to the problem of
so many children in our country who
do not have health insurance, and I am
very pleased that I am going to be
joined today by the gentlewoman from
Oregon [Ms. HOOLEY], who is here also
to talk about the same issue because of
her concern about the fact that this
Congress so far has not addressed the
issue.

I have been talking over the last few
weeks, and I guess a couple of months
now, about various reports that have
come out in various States; we had one
in New York City, and we had another
one in Massachusetts. We have had ac-
counts in some of the Nation’s major
newspapers pointing to the problem of
increasing numbers of children that do
not have health insurance in this coun-
try.

Well, yesterday the Children’s De-
fense Fund, which is certainly one of
the leading organizations that is an ad-
vocate for children, and particularly on
the issue of health care for children, re-
leased its annual report on the state of
America’s children. And like so many
other reports congressional Democrats
have been talking about here on the
House floor in recent weeks, the Chil-
dren’s Defense Fund report is full of
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disturbing information about the num-
ber of children that lack health insur-
ance.

It is information, of course, that con-
gressional Democrats have cited time
and again in our ongoing effort to con-
vince the Republicans that the issue of
uninsured children is one of the most,
if not the most important issue the
105th Congress should examine. I em-
phasize the word should, Mr. Speaker,
because to date the Republicans have
yet to incorporate a health insurance
program for children into their agenda
for Congress.

Well, among the all too familiar in-
formation contained in the Children’s
Defense Fund report is the total num-
ber of uninsured children in this coun-
try: some 10 million American kids
lack health coverage. Since 1989, the
number of children without private
health insurance has risen by an aver-
age of 1.2 million per year. I stress
that: 1.2 million per year. Nearly 90
percent of uninsured children have at
least one working parent, and 64 per-
cent have a parent who works full
time, so we are talking about working
parents here. Every day that goes by
without congressional action, 3,300
more kids are added to the ranks of the
uninsured, a trend that has been exac-
erbated in recent years by the growing
number of working parents who do not
qualify for Medicaid but remain unable
to afford insurance for their kids. As I
said, these numbers continue to grow.

I have to say, though, that we must
be careful not to get too caught up in
the practice of simply reading the
numbers. I do that a lot, and I do not
want to just emphasize that. The em-
phasis has to be placed on who exactly
are the uninsured children, why they
are uninsured, and what are the con-
sequences. Perhaps if we can help our
Republican colleagues understand the
consequences, we will have greater suc-
cess in convincing them that providing
health insurance to children is of the
utmost importance.

I just wanted to talk a little about
this CDF report. It does an excellent
job of explaining what really is the
issue here. Just a quote from the re-
port. It says:

The human costs of children’s lack of
health coverage are high. Study after study
have shown that children and adults lacking
health insurance are more likely to see doc-
tors less often, even when they are sick, or
to go without preventive care and to emer-
gency rooms when they need treatment.

Seven of 10 uninsured children live in fami-
lies with incomes below 200 percent of pov-
erty. Many such families must choose be-
tween paying the full cost of prescriptions
and doctor visits for uninsured children and
paying for other basic family needs like the
rent, utility bills or whatever. Care is some-
times delayed when children are sick, with
parents hoping that no harm results.

Mr. Speaker, we are talking about
families where one or both parents
work. These hard-working parents, as
the CDF report puts it, are playing by
the rules, and more often than not
their wishful thinking does not work.

The report notes, and I just want to
mention this quote, because I think it
is really true, that the report notes
that ‘‘perhaps less obvious, quote, per-
haps less obvious, but no less damaging
are the educational, social and eco-
nomic costs to the children who lack
health insurance and to the Nation.’’

Children who are unnecessarily ill
can miss days, weeks, or even months
of school and their parents can miss
significant periods of work. A child
who cannot see the blackboard well
and his parents cannot afford a visit to
the eye doctor or eyeglasses cannot
learn up to his or her potential. Unin-
sured pregnant women without ade-
quate prenatal care are more likely to
deliver babies with dangerously low
birth weights, and the average hospital
costs for a low-birth-weight baby are 10
times the cost of prenatal care.

Mr. Speaker, this is the yearbook
that the Children’s Defense Fund put
out. It is called ‘‘The State of Ameri-
ca’s Children,’’ and I would suggest
that every one of our colleagues take a
look at this document.

This afternoon, actually this morn-
ing, I had a number of physicians from
my district that were down to visit me
from the New Jersey Medical Society,
and some of them were on a cable TV
show that I had earlier this afternoon.
I asked about the issue of preventative
care, and one of the physicians was an
eye doctor. He specifically pointed out
how in the case of eye disease, preven-
tion and being able to see an eye doctor
and getting help when problems start
is so crucial and really prevents serious
eye disorders down the road.
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Also, I would note how very inexpen-
sive it was to deal with preventative
care to make sure children were seeing
a doctor, as opposed to having to go to
a hospital or having a very expensive
operation later.

At some point during our special
order, I would like to talk about some
of the legislation that my Democratic
colleagues have put forward to try to
solve this problem, as well as the pro-
posals that have been put forward by
President Clinton.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon [Ms. HOOLEY].

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Mr. Speaker, in some of these things
I will be repeating the same as the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, but I think
they are worth repeating. It is alarm-
ing, the number of children in this
country who do not have any health
care. Again, it is over 10 million chil-
dren with no health care. Every
minute, every minute, three children
lose their health care coverage. By the
year 2000 if nothing changes, as many
as 12.6 million kids will have to depend
on an emergency room as opposed to a
family physician.

Let me try to tell the Members what
that means for our kids. Most of the

uninsured children are at risk for pre-
ventable illnesses. For example, one in
two uninsured children who have asth-
ma do not visit the doctor during the
year. As a consequence, these kids end
up in the hospital with problems that
could have been prevented with proper
care. All we need to do is look at the
kids that are uninsured who have ear
infections, a very common problem for
kids. One in three never see a doctor,
and many end up with permanent hear-
ing loss.

It is situations like these that make
me think about the parents who lay
awake each night wondering what they
can do when their kids get sick. There
is no instinct as basic as that instinct
to protect one’s children and care for
one’s children.

Today there are too many parents in
America who cannot act on that in-
stinct. The real tragedy of the situa-
tion is that these are parents who play
by the rules. Nine out of ten uninsured
children have parents who work. These
are not deadbeat parents, these are
parents who work, but their employers
do not provide coverage for their em-
ployees’ children.

We have Medicaid that helps the very
poorest of the children, and we have
families that are well off that can af-
ford insurance, and we have some peo-
ple that work for employers who pro-
vide that insurance; but we have mil-
lions of parents who work every day,
who are trapped in the middle. They
have just enough money to cover their
food or their housing and clothing for
their children, and they simply do not
have the money to pay for health in-
surance. But we can help. I think it is
time that we provide some kind of tar-
geted tax credit that will help working
families provide that health insurance
that their kids so desperately need.

This is not a new government pro-
gram. We can do it within our current
structure. It is a way to make the cur-
rent health system work for working
families.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is a very prac-
tical, commonsense solution to a grow-
ing problem. It is a problem that every
parent caught in the middle has to deal
with, and we need to make sure that
these parents can provide for their
children. We cannot afford to do any-
thing different.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, again I
think the Children’s Defense Fund re-
port that both of us are making ref-
erence that really explains to us what
the nature of the problem is.

Some people have said to me, why is
it that the number of children who do
not have insurance has gone up in re-
cent years, because Congress has made
an effort over the last 10 or 20 years to
expand Medicaid, which of course is the
program for those below a certain in-
come, and many States have actually
instituted programs to try to cover
those children who were not eligible for
Medicaid on their own. So we had this
effort over the last 10 or 20 years to ex-
pand Medicaid on the Federal level and
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to also have States address the prob-
lem.

I think the Children’s Defense Fund
report explains very well, the reason
why those efforts have not been enough
is because during that same period, the
last 10 years or so, we have seen fewer
and fewer employers that provide any
health insurance coverage for children,
and also they increasingly charge the
employee either the full cost of a group
plan or a significant portion of the
cost, which makes it unaffordable.

We also have the phenomenon now
increasingly where an employer will
pay either all or part of the cost to the
employee, but not for the family. That
was not the case so much in the past.

Just to give some statistics again
from the report, it says that more
workers are on jobs that either provide
no health insurance benefits or require
employees to pay unaffordable
amounts. In 1993, more than three-
quarters of employees at medium and
large companies had to pay some or all
of the cost of family health insurance
provided through their employers. In
1980 the proportion was less than half.

Then it gives some statistics from
the Health Insurance Association of
America that says the total cost of
family health coverage in 1992 averaged
$4,500 to $5,000 a year, but in 1993 em-
ployees of medium and large companies
themselves paid an average of $1,300 a
year for family coverages. Employees
of small companies were even worse
off. They paid an average of $1,900 a
year.

So what we see is moderate-income
working families who live from pay-
check to paycheck who simply cannot
afford, even if the employer offers a
policy, they cannot afford that cov-
erage. That is why all our efforts, and
of course they were good efforts on the
part of Congress and the State legisla-
ture, have helped, but we continue to
slide back because of increasingly the
situation with people not getting
health benefits through their em-
ployer.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Last week-
end I was at home, Mr. Speaker, in Or-
egon, and I was at a community health
program. I talked to some of the people
there. I think it is helpful to hear some
real life stories. I can give a lot of
them, but let me just repeat a couple.

I was talking to one woman who had
three children, two smaller ones and a
child that was 9. She had no health
care coverage. She was working. She
worked for $6.50 an hour. She was
working about 26 hours a week. Her
employer provided no health insurance
for either her or her children. Her hus-
band worked. He had a very low base
pay. He worked on commissions. Some
months he made better than others.

In Oregon we have what is called an
Oregon Health Plan, but because you
have to be consistently at a certain
pay level, some months he made more
so he was not eligible, and then the
months that he made less, by the time
he got eligible he was into a month

where he made more. But the fact is,
they never had enough money for in-
surance.

So they have three children, both
parents are working, he is working
full-time, she is working more than
half-time, neither company provides
insurance for their children. They are
living really month to month, and in
this instance, they were able to go to a
community health program where they
paid on a sliding scale and got some at-
tention, but it is very difficult. It is a
community health program that has
too many patients, no more room to
expand, so they are also restricting the
number of people they can see.

Another person I talked to was a fa-
ther of four kids, two sets of twins, and
his youngest child got sick, one of the
younger twins. He took that child, he
said, all day long from clinic to clinic
to clinic, and he was turned away. He
was turned away at the emergency
room, trying to find some place to take
his child. Again, no health care.

He was a person that worked hard,
worked full-time. He worked three dif-
ferent jobs, but he traveled, so he
worked 3 months or 4 months or 5
months on one job, another 4 or 5
months on another job, and so again
the employer did not cover the cost be-
cause he was not there full-time. But
he was not a person that was not work-
ing very hard at what he was doing, but
barely able to make ends meet. That is
a very common story.

Mr. PALLONE. I think what the gen-
tlewoman described is a very typical
situation. I know in New Jersey I have
people come into my office with very
similar types of situations, either be-
cause maybe they are not working full
time at the same job, or they have sev-
eral jobs. It is just very common.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI],
who has been out front on the issue of
health care coverage for a long time.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his leadership on
this and so many other issues of impor-
tance to the people of our country, and
for calling this special order. I am
pleased to join him and one of our new
Members of Congress, the gentlewoman
from Oregon, and I thank her for her
leadership on all of these issues, as
well.

Mr. Speaker, I serve on the Sub-
committee on Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education of the
Committee on Appropriations. On that
committee we deal with the welfare of
America’s children in many ways: their
health, their education and well-being,
and the economic security of their
families, which is related to their well-
being, that is for sure.

What we see in that committee from
the scientists who come in and tell us
what the possibilities are now in
science, and what we know about the
development of children’s brains, is
how important it is for them to have
the proper nutrition and care before
they are born even, and how essential

that is, and that investments in their
good health are very good investments
for our country indeed.

The opportunities are great. Knowl-
edge that we have gives us plenty more
opportunity to help our children not
only reach their own personal fulfill-
ment, not only strengthen the families
from which they come, but also enrich
our own country in terms of our family
values and our economic strength. So
we all have a responsibility to these
children.

Every parent, of course, has a respon-
sibility to his or her child, but on our
committee we are trained to think of
every child in America as our child, all
the children as our children, because
indeed they are our responsibility.

So in Congress, we have a respon-
sibility, as well as State legislatures
have a responsibility, to expand health
care coverage to insure America’s near-
ly 10 million—as has been referenced by
my colleague—uninsured children.
These are important efforts.

We also have responsibilities as a so-
ciety, every segment of the society has
a responsibility to help children re-
ceive necessary health care. Parents
should use every opportunity to buy
health insurance and provide for the
care of their children. Employers must
renew their willingness to provide
workers with family health coverage
and other family supporting benefits.
They should stop dropping coverage for
children and pay premiums for family
coverage. States should ensure that all
eligible children are enrolled in Medic-
aid, and should adopt good child health
programs like those adopted in 1966 in
New York and in Massachusetts.

Again, the Federal Government must
also help working families obtain
health insurance for their uninsured
children. A child’s chances of growing
up healthy and strong should not de-
pend on what State he or she is from.
We have a Federal responsibility.

Any initiative on children’s health
coverage must be effective, not sym-
bolic or cosmetic, and should include
certain basic principles.

I too want to acknowledge the good
work of the Children’s Defense Fund
for helping to define the problem, to
quantify it in statistics, the challenge
we face, and to qualify it in terms of
the nature of the problem we are faced
with. I associate myself with the prin-
ciples they have advanced that state
that uninsured children, at least
through age 18, and uninsured pregnant
women should receive coverage for all
the full range of necessary services, in-
cluding care required for children with
special needs.

The proposal should build on success-
ful private, State, and Federal efforts
to help working families afford health
insurance for their children, and while
there is a broad consensus that work-
ing parents should help pay for their
children’s private insurance, the cost
must be affordable, it must be based on
family income, and must allow all fam-
ilies to obtain coverage and seek care
for their children.
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While I think it is very important for

employers to retain and in some cases
obtain health insurance for their work-
ers, I think that the sad part of all of
this debate about children in America
is it is so obvious that it is such a good
investment, that these children will be
stronger in every way if they are in-
vested in in terms of their good health.
But also the fact that we have to talk
about a public role I think speaks to
the fact that wages in America have
not risen with our great economic suc-
cess. In some ways, government is once
again being called upon to subsidize a
low wage in America.

Every working parent should either
have health insurance with his or her
job, or have the ability to purchase
health insurance for their children. No
wonder some people find it a matter of
survival to have to go on welfare in
order to receive Medicaid benefits if
their children are sick and they simply
have no other recourse. Let us not have
seeking health care be an incentive to
go on welfare. That is exactly the
wrong direction. But also let us look to
the needs of not only people on welfare,
but to the working poor in America
and their health care needs.

I thank the gentleman once again for
his leadership on this.

Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank the
gentlewoman, and I think particularly
what she said at the end there about
how unfair it is, or the disincentive it
creates, that in fact people who are
working oftentimes do not have health
insurance for their children, and yet
people who fall below a certain income
are on welfare, and end up having
health insurance.

We certainly do not want to encour-
age people not to work, which is basi-
cally the disincentive that is some-
times built into the system. I think
that is very important. I appreciate her
comments in that regard.

b 1845

I wanted to also mention, going back
to what my colleague from Oregon
said, the situation with regard to self-
employed, part-time temporary work-
ers, independent contractors, parents
working for very small businesses or
service sector companies. These are the
areas that the Children’s Defense Fund
points out where they are very likely
to have parents who work, but they are
not having any health coverage for
their children.

What is interesting about it is, if we
look at it from a cost point of view, be-
cause we always have to be worried
about cost in the Congress, is that the
parents who do not have access to a
group policy through their employer
often have to pay $6,000 a year or more,
according to the Children’s Defense
Fund, if they buy a family health pol-
icy on their own.

Obviously when you talk in those
kinds of numbers, it is completely out
of the question for many of these work-
ing families. The other thing, going
back to prevention, because I think we

continually have to stress that, the
cost that is saved, the amount of
money that is saved through preventa-
tive measures, and they give some very
good examples with the Children’s De-
fense Fund report where they talk
about preventative care and say that
each dollar invested to immunize a
child saves between $3.40 and $16.34 in
direct medical costs. Nine months of
prenatal care costs $1,100, 1 day of
neonatal intensive hospital care for a
low-birth-weight baby costs $1,000. On
the average, hospital costs for low-
birth-weight babies are 10 times the
costs of prenatal care.

Mr. Speaker, they give an example in
Florida where a rural county provided
all children and pregnant women ac-
cess to outpatient health care and the
rate of premature births dropped by 39
percent. The percentage of children re-
ceiving checkups doubled and emer-
gency room visits were cut by nearly 50
percent.

We had some discussion in our chil-
dren’s health care task force that the
Democrats have about the costs and es-
timates basically around $500 per child
if we were actually covering every one
of the 10 million children who do not
have insurance. So compare that $500
to the cost that some of these families
are paying annually, well, they can’t
afford it. But if they could afford it, I
mean the bottom line is that, if you de-
vise a program that takes in most of
these children, it can be a very rel-
atively, a very cheap policy as opposed
to the costs of insuring an adult or sen-
ior citizen.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. A lot of
these parents, they cannot afford a full
policy. They find it unaffordable. It is
not that they are not willing to pay
some money and squeeze out some
money out of a very limited budget for
some health insurance. It is the cost.
Mr. Speaker, if we go out and buy indi-
vidually for a family or what we were
talking about, if they work for a small
business, they are a part-time worker,
there is maybe not a policy in their
company, and for them to go out and
buy that individually is very expensive.
But these are, if it were a little more
affordable, these are people willing to
help and pitch in to pay for part of it.
They just cannot afford the whole cov-
erage.

It reminds me when we talk about
the cost and about prevention, I do not
know if we remember the old television
ad: You can pay me now or pay me
later. It is one of those, if we do not
take care of them now, we really do
pay so much more later on.

Mr. PALLONE. Exactly. That is true.
Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to men-

tion briefly that obviously there are
various proposals that Democrats have
put forward about how to deal with
this problem. The President has a pro-
posal, some of our leaders in the House
of Representatives have proposals. I
just thought I would mention a few of
them. We do not, not necessarily say-
ing which ones are better than others.

One of the things is to just mandate
that insurance companies provide a
kids-only policy because there are a lot
of parents who cannot afford, for exam-
ple, or may decide that they do not
want to cover themselves but still
want to cover the children.

My understanding is it is very dif-
ficult to buy that kind of policy. So
you could actually say that any insur-
ance company that does business with
the Federal Government, for example,
has to provide a kids-only insurance
policy.

The other options that have been put
forward, one is H.R. 560 by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. STARK]
that establishes a new Medicare-like
entitlement program for children under
age 18, so we could expand Medicare.
We could expand Medicaid to bring in
some of the children.

The other one, another one, H.R. 561,
by Representative STARK again, au-
thorizes a refundable tax credit for 95
percent of the costs of children’s health
insurance. So again, we could use tax
credits as a way of trying to provide
coverage.

I wanted to also mention Senator
DASCHLE has S. 13, which establishes a
Federal program of subsidies for chil-
dren and families with income under
75,000. So we could basically subsidize
care, based on sort of a sliding scale,
based on what a person can afford. And
of course the one that, the proposal
that has probably had the most cov-
erage in the media was what President
Clinton proposed in his budget. Basi-
cally he has a number of provisions to
expand health insurance. He has a
State administered program of tem-
porary health insurance premium as-
sistance for unemployed workers and
their families. He has a Federal grant
program to encourage the development
of voluntary health insurance purchas-
ing cooperatives, and then he has
grants to States who expand children’s
health insurance.

Mr. Speaker, I just mention these be-
cause there really are a variety of ways
to accomplish this. Frankly, it is not
that costly. The more children you in-
clude, the less the cost actually be-
comes per child.

I think that I want to leave every-
body with this tonight, and of course
we have been saying this over and over
on the floor the last couple of weeks or
the last couple of months now, is that
as Democrats we feel very strongly
that this issue needs to come to the
House floor. We would like the Repub-
lican leadership to give us a date cer-
tain and say as of such and such a date,
I think the President throughout the
date of July 4, that as of such-and-such
a date, a children’s health insurance
proposal or some combination thereof
will come to the House floor. We will
have an opportunity to consider it and
to vote on it.

What was really bothering me is that
in discussing their priorities, the GOP
basically has not included this issue.
And I think that is wrong because it is



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1008 March 13, 1997
an issue that must be addressed. That
is why we are going to be here almost
every day or at least several times a
week talking about the nature of the
problem.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Again, all I
want is a chance for it to be brought up
so we can look at all of the different
ways. I think we can do it within the
current system, but I would like to see
it brought up so we can have that de-
bate on how do we solve this problem,
how do we cover our kids with health
insurance, a critical issue, one facing
an incredible number of families. Just
think about it, three kids every single
minute. We have been talking I do not
know how many minutes, but three
kids each of those minutes we have
been talking loses their health insur-
ance. It is an issue we just have to face.

Mr. PALLONE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SERRANO],
who has been on the floor several times
in the last month or so talking about
this issue.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank once again the gentleman
from New Jersey for bringing us to-
gether, as you have on different occa-
sions, to discuss this subject.

I was back in my office at the begin-
ning of this hour listening to the com-
ments of both of you as well as other
Members. It dawns on me that one of
the things we see in this House quite a
bit of and throughout the Nation re-
cently is in the last few years people
celebrating the fact that the cold war
is over and that we have played a
major role in bringing that about and
that we were very influential in chang-
ing the way different countries be-
haved.

I think we have to celebrate that. I
think it is good. It is a good sign about
who we are as a people and a nation.

But I think that when we do that, we
also have a responsibility and that is
to every so often look inward and take
a look to see what we are accomplish-
ing right here at home.

When you look at the figures, for in-
stance, in my city of New York, where
25 percent of all the residents under 65
are not covered by health insurance
and where 20 percent of all children
under 18 are not covered by health in-
surance, we know that this is a very se-
rious problem. But what is interesting
about it, both of you brought this up, is
that 22 percent of those who are in-
sured work for corporations, for com-
panies that have more than 1,000 em-
ployees. That is an alarming statistic.

We thought that if you were working,
one, two, working for a large outfit, ev-
erything would be fine. Here we have
the wealthiest city in the world in the
wealthiest Nation on Earth with 25 per-
cent of its population not insured.

Then there is a contradiction in that
we say, if you are very poor, as so
many are in my south Bronx district,
we will cut you here and there, but we
will try to find a way to take care of
you. But what you have to do is get
yourself out of the condition and move

forward. And when some people do by
their bootstraps and in some cases with
past government help move out of that
condition, they find themselves then
not having the availability of health
insurance for themselves and for their
children.

How are we judged throughout the
world? How do we judge ourselves?
Well, some of us would say that be-
cause we have a great army, which is
always ready, that we are a great na-
tion, and that because we have accom-
plished so much in technology and
other fields, we are a great nation. And
we are and those are good signs of what
we have done.

But I think that there is taking a
bite out of our existence and our future
as a great nation and our present as a
great nation the fact that so many of
our children are uninsured. And I do
not understand why anyone in charge
of this House would say, we are not
going to include that as an issue for
discussion.

I represent a district that has many
titles. It is one of the more compact
districts in the Nation. You can walk
my district from one side to the other
in 30 minutes. That is good for me. It is
also bad because my opponent can walk
it in 30 minutes also. It is one of the
youngest districts in the Nation. It is
at times one of the poorest districts in
the Nation.

And I have had friends of mine come
to visit the district, and the first thing
they say to me is, there are so many
children: children who are going to
school, children who are living in the
neighborhood, children who are looking
towards the future. The majority of
those children have parents who are
working, and yet the reason we are
here tonight and the reason we have
been here before and the reason we will
continue to be here is because there is
something terribly wrong at this mo-
ment in our country when we have al-
lowed the situation to get out of hand
to the point where if you did not know
that you were watching Members of
the U.S. Congress, you would think
that you were watching members of an-
other parliament or another govern-
ment discussing conditions in their
country. These are American children,
and we are the country that claims
that we have solved so many problems.

I would make the same request that
I made when I joined the gentleman
from New Jersey before, and that is, if
you are a parent, if you are a guardian
of a child who is not going through this
condition, as you help that child with
his or her homework tonight, as you
put that child to sleep, as you cuddle
and tuck that child in bed and pray
with him and feel good about the fact
that you have got a good family which
is doing well, maybe perhaps you will
just take another 15 minutes and write
to a Member of Congress and say, I put
my child to sleep. My child has health
care. My child is OK. I may complain
about other things in this society and
what Government is doing, but this is

OK. I do not have a problem with you
if you deal with this issue so that other
children can have what my child has
and that other parents can feel as good
as I feel about my child’s safety.

I think what we need to do is to
begin to have people who are in a bet-
ter situation than others to defend the
need for those folks to have something
a little better than what they have
now.

I think that eventually we will be
measured amongst many things in
terms of how we treat our children. If
we have to continuously get up to
bring up this subject and it does not
get solved, then that will be our fail-
ure. So I would hope that we come to-
gether, that we continue to do this.
And once again, I want to thank you
for the opportunity to join you tonight
and to continue to ask you to continue
this fight. You have been the leader on
it for such a long time. Do not give it
up. It is the right thing, and we will
stand by you together as we do this.

Mr. PALLONE. I thank the gen-
tleman. And I particularly appreciate
what he says about getting our con-
stituents to reach out and other con-
stituents to reach out to their Mem-
bers of Congress to make them aware
of the fact that this is a crisis and that
it needs to be addressed.

I do not like to give out what I would
consider unfavorable statistics about
our country, because I am so proud of
our country, but you mentioned about
our situation here in America versus
other countries. If you look at, again,
this is from the Children’s Defense
Fund, this report we have been talking
about this evening, they point out that
in every industrialized country chil-
dren get better health coverage than in
the United States. Every other indus-
trialized country provides health cov-
erage to all its people.

America, of course, does not even
cover all its children. The United
States ranks 18th in overall infant
mortality. Only Portugal does worse.
And if the United States matched Ja-
pan’s infant mortality rate, more than
15,000 American babies who died before
their first birthday in 1994 would be
alive today.

b 1900
The United States ranks 18th in the

percentage of babies born at dan-
gerously low weight. No industrialized
country does worse. Again, it is not be-
cause we want to point out bad things
about our country, but it is really
shocking and it is really shameful that
in the greatest country and the
wealthiest country in the world that
we have to point out those statistics
with regard to infant mortality and
health care.

Mr. SERRANO. If the gentleman will
yield, I think he makes an interesting
and a very important point. This is not
about knocking ourselves, about turn-
ing our backs on our country. This is
not about an unpatriotic act.

This is about the fact that the
strength of the country is in the future
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of its children, and if at the present we
cannot provide them with health care,
not to mention other harm we may
bring to them, if we cannot provide
them with basic health care, if we can-
not allow a parent to feel the safety of
knowing that that child will get sick
and will be covered by health insurance
in a country where you have to pay for
medical care, if we cannot do that and
if we keep quiet about it, then we are
not honoring our country, I think. We
are just dishonoring the country.

We have to speak up and say this is
a problem. But we are not saying,
‘‘This is a problem, fix it.’’ We are say-
ing, ‘‘This is a problem. You as a ma-
jority party bring the issue to the table
and give us the opportunity to partici-
pate with you in finding solutions.’’

Again, and I will close with this, as I
said before, we have solutions. We have
covered X amount of people. If we were
inventing a health care system in this
country, that would be a problem. If no
one was covered and we had to start
from scratch to cover people, that
would be a problem. But most Ameri-
cans are covered by a health plan. So
what we have to do is make sure that
others are covered. We do not have to
reinvent the wheel.

This should not be so difficult if the
willingness is there, if the desire is
there, if we begin to accept the fact
that there are people in this society in
certain conditions not because they
chose those conditions or brought them
on themselves, if we get out of that
mentality and say, ‘‘Yes, I am my
brother’s keeper. If there is a 9-month-
old baby who is not covered, that is my
problem, too. If there is someone un-
covered somewhere else, that is my
problem, too.’’

If we get into that mentality, then I
believe we can deal with this issue. We
do not have to reinvent the wheel or
set up a new plan, just deal with what
we have in this country, just make
sure it is fair and expanded to all.

Mr. PALLONE. I agree completely.
Again, I want to thank not only the
gentleman but also the gentlewoman
from Oregon because she continues to
point out, I think a major point here,
we are talking about working people
who are willing to pay either all or
some of the cost of the health insur-
ance for their children. But unless we
establish some system, as the gen-
tleman from New York said, to build
on the existing plans that are out
there, they just do not have access to
it, or it is too costly for them because
they do not get it through a group
plan, through their employer or what-
ever. We are talking about working
people.

We are going to continue to do this
over the next few weeks and the next
few months, I hope not the next few
months because I hope our colleagues
on the Republican side of the aisle will
be willing to bring this up at some
point in the next few months. But we
have to keep talking about it because
it really is a crisis, as the Children’s
Defense Fund report points out.

CONGRESSIONAL POLICYMAKING
FOR WORKING PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. OWENS] is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the pre-
vious discussion, I think, is really a
good prelude to what I have to say, it
really dovetails neatly. We have a situ-
ation in America where we cannot take
care of, or we refuse to take care of, a
large part of the population of our chil-
dren. We refuse to take care of it, even
though the gross national product is
quite healthy, the profits are booming
on Wall Street, we have an unprece-
dented period of prosperity, no reces-
sions for a long time, and yet we are
refusing to take the necessary steps to
take care of the health needs of the
children of America.

We have already dropped any discus-
sion of a universal health plan. That is
off the board completely. Beyond the
children, there are 40 million Ameri-
cans who are not covered, and that
number is increasing all the time. We
are not even discussing it. This is an
era where those who have the most are
in charge. In the last election, unfortu-
nately, large numbers of people did not
bother to come out and exercise their
democratic right and vote, so there is a
great deal of contempt for people out
there who have needs and did not both-
er to go vote to protect their rights or
their needs.

So as a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives’ Education and the
Workforce Committee, I would like to
talk today about the state of affairs
with respect to policymaking for work-
ing people in this Congress, what is
ahead of us, what are the dangers, what
does it mean to have the first bill in-
troduced by the Republican majority, a
bill known as H.R. 1, what does it mean
to have that bill focus on the elimi-
nation of overtime cash payments.

The Republicans are coming for your
overtime, working people. The Repub-
licans are coming for your overtime.
They have made it their highest prior-
ity. It is the first bill introduced by the
Republicans, a bill to change the Fair
Labor Standards Act so that the Fair
Labor Standards Act will no longer re-
quire that all employers pay overtime
in cash. The Fair Labor Standards Act
says you must receive time and a half
for any hours worked over 40 hours per
week. That is the present law. They
want to change the law to say that the
employers can pay you in comp time.
They will give you an hour and a half
off for every hour you work overtime
instead of cash.

That is what H.R. 1 is all about. I call
it the Employer Cash Enhancement
Act. It is an act which will put large
amounts of money in the hands of em-
ployers that they did not have before,
because really do you think there are
many employers who will make the
choice to pay an employee, an hourly
worker or a salaried worker who is re-

quired to receive overtime in cash, how
many employers would make the
choice to pay them in cash if they can
pay them with comp time, time that
they can take off later? You cannot in-
vest comp time on the stock market.
You cannot invest it in new plant, new
equipment. You can invest cash. And
always the tendency will be to move
toward the employee who chooses to
take comp time instead of cash.

The bill talks about choice and says
it will be a violation of the labor law if
any employer refuses to give the em-
ployee a choice, but it does not say
how that can be monitored. It does not
talk about the details in terms of here
is the employer who holds a great deal
of leverage over the employee, here is
the employer who decides whether they
stay on the job or not. He does not
have to keep them.

Here is the employer who does not
have to say to them, ‘‘I demand that
you take your overtime in comp time
instead of cash.’’ The employer can
just say, ‘‘Who wants to take their
overtime in comp time and who wants
to take it in cash?’’ We will suddenly
find that all the people who choose to
take their comp time in cash, refuse to
take their overtime in comp time, are
suddenly in a few weeks laid off, or dis-
missed.

There is no reason why private em-
ployers have to keep people on, they
have a lot of leeway, and they are re-
placed with other people. All the peo-
ple who choose to take comp time,
want an hour and a half for every hour
they work, they are kept on. All the
people who chose to take it in cash,
they are gone. The message will get
out there very rapidly.

In fact, working people in situations
without the protection of unions and
even in many cases with unions, they
know very well where they stand with
respect to their employers. They will
get the message very rapidly.

So here is the Fair Labor Standards
Act that was brought in by Franklin D.
Roosevelt as part of the New Deal be-
cause you had exploitation and oppres-
sion of workers, workers were made to
work endless hours without being com-
pensated at a rate for the overtime
greater than the regular rate. This
Fair Labor Standards Act has many
other provisions, and it came along at
a time when we created a number of
pieces of labor law which still exist.
And suddenly we are going to reach in
and take out this piece of the labor law
which says an employee must be paid
in cash, the rate plus 50 percent in
overtime, they are going to suddenly
take away that protection in the law
and leave it to the employers to work
it out with the employees.

Many unions already bargain and
they have bargained this situation
where some employees take comp time
instead of cash, et cetera. That is al-
lowed. My problem is this. We have a
steamroller rolling, we are going to
have this on the floor next week. It is
H.R. 1.
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We have done a lot of playing around

on the floor so far. The House has not
conducted any serious business of any
great magnitude in affecting the lives
of the American people. This act will
affect the lives of millions of Ameri-
cans, and it will be on the floor next
week to be voted on.

In our committee deliberations we
have already lost the vote. It was a
foregone conclusion that the majority
had enough votes to pass H.R. 1, so de-
spite the fact that we tried to improve
H.R. 1, it has passed, it has passed the
committee. It is now headed to the
floor and next week it will be on the
floor.

What we have on the floor is a situa-
tion where there are those who say we
want to vote for H.R. 1, which takes
away this right and does not provide
any protections for the workers, and
then there are those who say we are
going to vote against it, we are going
to vote no. The White House has said
clearly to us, we will veto the bill if it
comes to us in the present form.

So it looks as if we have a united
Democratic position versus the major-
ity Republican position in the House,
and probably the other body will have
the same position as the Republicans
in this House. So they have the major-
ity. It is going to pass. Despite the fact
the Democrats will loyally, vehe-
mently, maybe emotionally say no, it
is going to pass in this House. The Sen-
ate will pass their bill, which may be
different in some respects, more mod-
erate, maybe provide a few more pro-
tections, but basically what the Senate
will pass will be pretty much the same
as what the House has.

So we are going to have a bill which
has removed the protections of the
Fair Labor Standards Act and a bill
that is in many quarters popular in
America. There are many families,
there are many segments of the popu-
lation who would like to have comp
time instead of cash. They would like
to have that flexibility. They do not
want to be under a law which says they
must take their overtime in cash.
There are families that are com-
fortable, with enough cash, a reason-
able amount of cash, many families
with two people working, making
$70,000, $80,000. The time they spend
with the family, their quality of life is
what means the most to them, and
they would like to have a situation
where they have maximum opportunity
to make that choice. I am all in favor
of having those families make those
choices.

My problem is that there are other
families whose quality of life depends
on the amount of work, the amount of
cash that the wage earners can bring
home each week, each month and put
on the table. You cannot put food on
the table with comp time. There are
many workers whose lifestyle, whose
quality of life, whose survival will be
affected by dropping their wages be-
cause they are working and depending
on the overtime pay to be added to
their regular wages.

In fact, what we did was look at the
statistics, and two-thirds of the work
force in America are earning $10 an
hour or less, two-thirds of the people
who are working. We are not talking
about people on welfare, we are not
talking about workfare, interns, we are
talking about working people. Two-
thirds of the workforce are earning $10
or less. That is $20,000, approximately,
a year. Eighty percent of the women
working, 80 percent of the women in
the workforce are earning $10 an hour
or less.

Now, can they afford to really give
up any opportunities to bring home
some cash in overtime? Has anybody
asked them? No. We do not have any
polls, we do not have any surveys of
working people making $10 an hour or
less and what they think. What we
have is a general sentiment in the pop-
ulation of opinionmakers.

The opinionmakers are higher in-
come people, the opinionmakers are
more educated people, they are a little
more comfortable in terms of the dol-
lars they bring home, and they are opt-
ing for more opportunities for comp
time. I think they can be accommo-
dated. The problem is, whenever we
talk about accommodating them and
separating out the folks who are mak-
ing $10 an hour or less, nobody wants to
hear it. None of the proposals that are
going to be on the floor at this point
deal with the fact that we can protect
or we should act to protect those who
are making $10 an hour or less by keep-
ing them under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act.
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In fact the way we word it, and I in-
troduced an amendment; the amend-
ment is that those who make 2.5 times,
no more than 2.5 times, the minimum
wage so that in years to come, as the
salaries rise, wages rise, you will have
that ratio and not be fixed into a solid
figure like $10 an hour. It is 2.5 times
the minimum wage is the way the
amendment is worded.

That amendment was defeated, and
the problem is that there is nothing
else now being offered after we passed
the committee and that amendment
was offered. The only things on the
floor now are: vote no, just say no, to
the Republicans, or vote for the Repub-
lican majority bill because what hap-
pens is that if the Democrats are intro-
ducing a substitute, the only sub-
stitute being prepared at this point
does not deal with the protection of the
people who make $10 an hour less.

There is a Committee on Rules meet-
ing coming. Those of you who know a
little bit about the process before we
go to the floor, we will have an oppor-
tunity to go to the Rules Committee
and beg to offer the amendments that
we want to offer to change the bill.
That is a process that is still honored,
you know, in a fragmentary way in the
way the Republicans have run the
House in the last 2 years and for this
year. They have not been very gracious

about offering amendments that run
counter to what they want to do on the
floor, but occasionally they do. So we
can have a substitute bill, and maybe
we can have an amendment, but so far
that is not in the program. It is highly
improbable that my amendment will be
allowed on the floor, and of course
there are enough votes to vote it down.

So why am I here? Why do I think it
important to make this presentation
and appeal to the common sense of
Americans to go to work?

Voters, Americans out there, your
common sense showed the people in
this capital that education was impor-
tant over the last 2 years when terrible
things were being proposed with re-
spect to the Federal role in education.
We appealed from this podium, we ap-
peal over and over again to the people
in America, to let the legislators at
every level, let the legislators here in
the House and the Senate know, let the
White House know, that common sense
says you ought to do it this way, you
know.

This protection that I am talking
about, a simple matter of exempting
all workers who make $10 or less, is so
simple it is beyond the reach of the
imagination of most folks here. They
just cannot comprehend this is a sim-
ple answer to the problem.

We are talking a lot about bipartisan
cooperation or bipartisan compromise.
They do not want any deadlock. We
just, Democrats and Republicans, went
away, and they had a conference, un-
precedented retreat, bipartisan retreat,
Democrats and Republicans face to
face, talking with each other, and from
all reports that I hear—I was not able
to go, but from all reports I hear it was
a very positive weekend.

So you know some people have
looked upon this as being dangerous. I
think Ralph Reed of the Christian Coa-
lition says that there is a great danger
in all this muddle minded moderation,
and they worried about this. But I am
all in favor of it. Why can we not have
some bipartisan cooperation and say
that no matter what goes forward, we
are going to build in this protection for
the workers who need it most? The
people who are making $10 an hour or
less will not be impacted. Let us go
ahead if we have to.

I am not in favor of changing the
Fair Labor Standards Act at all. I am
one of those people who just wants to
say no because in the bill which pro-
poses to change it, that changes Fair
Labor Standards Act, they are not will-
ing to give the protections that are
necessary. In fact, at this point I will
just read my opening statement, which
covers more than just the matter of $10
per hour workers being protected. It
talks about some other aspects of the
bill.

My first position is just say no, and I
have letters here from various unions,
Department of Labor, the President,
that all say just say no. The problem
with just saying no and letting it go is
that it will pass the House, it will pass
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the Senate. In conference the House
and Senate will agree. It goes to the
President or the President will be
called to negotiate with the House and
Senate, and we are all out of it. All the
other legislators, all the Members of
the House, we are out of the process.
The public is out of the process.

I want to get the public in the proc-
ess right now. You need to let your
Congressman know now, you need to
let the President know now, that you
want protection no matter what is
done. If you must go forward with this
change of the Fair Labor Standards
Act, you want protection for the people
who make $10 an hour or less.

But let us talk about why we want to
say no to the whole bill as it is now. I
speak as the ranking Democrat on the
Subcommittee on Workforce Protec-
tions. Subcommittee on Workforce
Protections is charged with dealing
with all of these various labor laws, in-
cluding the Fair Labor Standards Act.
This is my third year in that role.

H.R. 1; I am quoting the statement
that I made as an opening statement at
the—I submitted as an opening state-
ment at the markup. The markup is
where we decide on changing the bill
and putting it into final form and then
passing it. That has taken place, and
the bill passed with a straight party
line vote. All Democrats voted against
it; all Republicans voted for it.

H.R. 1 is bad public policy because it
will reduce the income of that large
segment of the work force which has
benefitted the least from the current
national prosperity. Instead of leaving
more cash in the hands of prosperous
employers, we need legislative initia-
tives which will improve the lot of
those whose incomes have stagnated or
declined over the last 10 years. I oppose
this kind of mutilation of the Fair
Labor Standards Act because it is bad
economics and a cruel injustice for
working Americans. In addition to
being negative in substance and policy,
H.R. 1 is a badly drafted bill, and this
loose construction makes it impossible
to move toward a bipartisan com-
promise with integrity. You cannot use
the bill that exists now as a basis for
making a compromise because it is
such a bad bill. The sweeping language
and the excessive amount of general as-
sumptions in this bill placed the work-
ers at great risk and offers the employ-
ers many temptations and opportuni-
ties for deregulated exploitation.

As written, it is the enhancement of
the employers’ accumulation of cash
that is achieved. I want to repeat. As
the bill is presently written, it is the
enhancement of the employers’ accu-
mulation of cash that is achieved. Any
movement toward a bipartisan com-
promise will have to first reshape the
language of the bill to make it consist-
ent with the stated intent of the bill.
On the surface the bill proposes to give
employees a choice. In numerous ways
the language of the bill fails to support
and enforce this proposition. The draft-
ers of the bill have studiously avoided

making the employers accountable. In
negotiating the decision to choose
compensatory time instead of cash,
there is no balance of power between
employer and employee. All factors
weigh down on the side of the em-
ployer.

We have already proposed obvious
remedies for many of these short-
comings; however, there has been no
movement from its hardened position
by the Republican majority. If we are
in an era of compromise, bipartisan
compromise of cooperation, then why
do we have a bill, H.R. 1, before us now
which is very much the same as the bill
that was introduced in the last Con-
gress? In the 104th Congress, where the
majority clearly adopted a position of
extremism on many other issues, and
they moderated those extreme posi-
tions, why are they coming now with
the same bill that they had in that
Congress? Is it a statement that on
labor issues the extremism is still
here? The majority, Republican major-
ity, has the same extremist positions
as it had before on labor issues. We are
going to compromise, we are going to
work together, and I applaud that on
education.

Everybody seems to be falling into a
basic groove that says we have ne-
glected our duty, we have been derelict
in our duty, on education; the Federal
Government is not responsible pri-
marily for education, but it needs to do
more to help the States to help the lo-
calities. I am quite overjoyed, I am
quite pleased, happy. I smile all the
time when I think of where we have
come on matters related to education
and how we can look forward to a very
productive Congress, 105th Congress,
with respect to education. But on
labor, on issues effecting working peo-
ple, we are in trouble. The extremist
position of the majority is still there.

It means that while we work hard to
try to improve conditions for children
and schools, the poor children of Amer-
ica will be going home to less food, less
money for clothing, less money for
shelter, because we are going to take
away their overtime. The Republicans
are still coming for your cash pay-
ments of overtime.

To return to my opening statement,
among the simpler improvements that
could easily be achieved is the require-
ment for the establishment of an es-
crow account or some other kind of as-
surance device to eliminate the risk of
employees losing rightfully accumu-
lated income when businesses go bank-
rupt or illegally disappear.

I am trying to highlight some of the
problems with the bill other than the
basic problem that I want to deal with
tonight, and that is the vulnerability,
the lack of protection, for the workers
who need the income the most.

There are problems for other work-
ers. Businesses could go bankrupt or il-
legally disappear in some way, and the
comp time people have accumulated is
gone. You know, you go find it.

There is a statement always that we
get from the Republican majority when

we make this statement: Well, if there
is a bankruptcy, people’s wages are
first in line for payment. Anybody who
has ever been involved with a bank-
ruptcy case, you know how ironic, how
ridiculous, that can become. You are
first in line, but you cannot find the
line in many cases.

At any rate, the protection could be
built in there with an escrow account.
You could require the employers pay
into an escrow account the comp time
money, the money that people received
that took their overtime in cash. So
everybody with comp time would be
protected. If the business goes out of
existence, they can collect the cash
that was due them. They will not do
that.

A study by the Economic Policy
Foundation—this is a business group,
an employers group— a study by the
Economic Policy Foundation shows
that there is approximately $19 billion,
$19 billion—listen—in unpaid overtime
lost each year. A study by the Eco-
nomic Policy Foundation shows that
there is approximately $19 billion in
unpaid overtime lost each year.

I could not believe the figure. I said
this is a cumulative figure over many
years? No, this is lost each year, var-
ious tricks, machinations, maneuvers,
various things done by employers to
swindle employees out of overtime, and
$19 billion per year is the estimate.
This is a business group, a business
group saying $19 billion.

Reasonable penalties for employers
who violate the code of negotiated
choice should be written into the act,
given with the fact that we know from
experience, we have studies to show, we
have statistics to prove that there is a
problem with employers swindling em-
ployees out of overtime pay. Why do we
not write into the act penalties which
would threaten the employer and make
them be less likely to try to swindle
any of the employees?

Clear language to guarantee the cred-
iting of time worked to the pension,
Social Security, and other records also
must be provided. At this point there is
fuzziness about if you are working and
your pay is geared to your pension and
geared to the amount of money you are
going to get in your Social Security,
there are a number of things that your
actual pay in dollars drives. Those
things can be corrected. The bill can
take steps to make certain that there
is no question about this. But they
refuse to do it.

You know, we have a situation where
the bully is standing in front of the ba-
bies and saying to the babies, you
know we going to do it my way because
I have the power to rule this hour, I am
going to do what I want to do. I am not
going to do anything to make obvious
improvements in this bill, and that is
the situation we are up against.

These are a few of the modifications
that a good-faith negotiating process
should accept. You know, the danger is
that if you just say no to what they are
proposing, many of these things are
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going to be left in there, and some-
where down the road an agreement is
going to be reached behind closed doors
in the conference between the Senate
and the House, with the White House
representatives there, and all these
protections that we have requested will
not be put into the bill. A few com-
promises will be made here and there
on the surface, and we are going to end
up with the work force of America, in-
cluding the people who want the comp
time, being in a far worse position than
after the passage of the legislation
than they are now.

But let me get to the heart of the
matter again. Beyond deceptive draft-
ing, beyond deceptive drafting, how-
ever, there are some greater problems
of substance. While public opinion polls
show that families with 2 wage earners
and comfortable incomes are in favor
of more compensatory time, the avail-
able evidence also shows that workers
earning less than $10 an hour, or its
equivalent, prefer and need more take-
home pay.
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The prevailing evidence clearly
shows that workers earning less than
$10 an hour or its equivalent prefer and
need more take-home pay. Is it hard
for us to understand? Why should that
be beyond the reach of the imagination
of the Members of Congress. If you are
making such a little amount of money,
cash in your check each week means a
great deal.

Nearly two-thirds of the work force
is stuck in this low wage category. You
are talking about two-thirds of the
people out there going to work every
day, and they are making $10 an hour
or less.

A constructive compromise would be
enhanced by exempting these members
of the work force, a constructive com-
promise. If you really want a biparti-
san agreement, then exempt these peo-
ple.

I offered an amendment which would
accomplish this by leaving all workers
who earn less than 2.5 times the mini-
mum wage under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, leave them under it. Do not
touch them. They should be protected
by the Fair Labor Standards Act.
Leave them there.

I have had inquiries saying, ‘‘Con-
gressman OWENS, we have heard that
you are ready to sell us out by cooper-
ating with these people and proposing a
compromise. You wanted to have a bi-
partisan agreement.’’ No. I say just say
no, vote no, as a first starting position.

On the other hand, let me invite you
laymen, working people, ordinary citi-
zens, let me invite you into the politi-
cal process. Let me invite you into the
political management of this issue.

The political management of this
issue requires that your voice be heard
now. Public opinion needs to come in
right now. Voters need to talk right
now to their legislators and tell them
that you wanted some people pro-
tected.

If you are going to have this, again,
there is a steam roller coming. I will
talk more about that in a few minutes,
why it is a steam roller. And I am say-
ing protect the most vulnerable.

The following are some other reason-
able compromises that should be con-
sidered. You could consider a 2-year
sunset experiment with workers at the
top of the earning scale only, an exper-
iment which is almost what I said be-
fore. Deal with the people at the top of
the earnings scale. They are the ones
that want to have the choice.

This could be a win-win situation for
everybody. It could be a win-win situa-
tion instead of a win-lose situation at
this point, a phase-in process that first
includes workers at the top of the wage
scale and requires Congress to revisit
the issue every 2 years. That could be
another compromise.

It would also provide for surveys and
studies which objectively measure the
impact on workers and on the overall
economy. A 2-year waiver of the Fair
Labor Standards Act in certain seg-
ments of the job markets where objec-
tive surveys and polls show strong
worker support for the choice of com-
pensatory time over cash.

There are a number of ways you can
do this. There has been much said since
the opening of the 105th Congress about
a spirit of bipartisan cooperation.
Since H.R. 1 is the first piece of legisla-
tion being offered this year, it rep-
resents the first opportunity to exhibit
a true bipartisan effort. Democratic bi-
partisanship means that all segments
of the American population must be
represented in the negotiating process.
No self-appointed oligarchy operating
from a command and control mode be-
hind closed doors in a conference will
be able to produce an experiment in
this critical area which is practical and
also has integrity and justice for the
workers preserved.

I have voiced clearly what my posi-
tion is, what my fear is. Let me make
it perfectly clear that this is not the
position of the Democratic Party. The
Democratic Caucus did not take a posi-
tion. There is a statement that most of
the Democratic Party people will vote
no. That is not a position beyond vot-
ing no. Beyond voting no, there are no
positions on this, except a substitute
will be offered, may be offered. We do
not know whether that is going to be
accepted by the Committee on Rules or
not, and then they would vote yes or no
for the substitute.

At first I was in favor of voting yes
for the substitute. What I am saying
now is the substitute is poisoned too. If
you vote yes for the substitute, you are
leaving out two-thirds of the work
force. As I know the substitute at this
point, and I do not have a copy in my
hand, the proposed substitute does not
deal with exempting those people who
make $10 an hour or less. It deals with
a lot of other things, but it chooses not
to do that.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know why ex-
empting people who make $10 an hour

or less is beyond the reach of the
imagination of Democratic Party legis-
lators. I do not know why. At this
point I have not heard why.

I do know that the employers, the
people who want this bill, the people
who have given it the highest priority,
they want the cash. They do not want
fairness. They do not want a win-win
situation for every level of working
Americans, all the levels. They do not
want that. They want cash. And they
cannot tolerate a solution or com-
promise which says two-thirds of the
work force should be exempted. That
cash is what they are after, and that
cash they will not be able to get.

Mr. Speaker, the question is, why can
you not accept an amendment, a com-
promise, which will allow the most
needy Americans, the hard-working
Americans making $10 or less an hour,
to be protected from exploitation? Why
can you not allow those Americans
working and making $10 or less an hour
to be in a situation where they do not
have to give up involuntarily the cash
that they take home in their pay-
check?

Why can we not have a paycheck pro-
tection act instead of this paycheck re-
duction act? Why can Democrats not
take the initiative? Why can somebody
out there not let them know? Why can
the work force not let them know that
we have to go beyond just saying no.

Mr. Speaker, I have a set of letters
here from various unions. United Auto
Workers says no, no, no, even though
they are one of the best organized seg-
ments of the work force. They do not
want to start eroding employee in-
come. They say just say no.

The Teamsters say no. No, no, no.
Unite says no. But they do not talk
about the political management of the
issue. After we say no and the majority
in the House votes yes and the major-
ity of the Senate votes yes, and it goes
to a conference and the White House
sends down its representatives to nego-
tiate what the President will or will
not veto, where are we?

We are in a position where on the
table the only thing they have to talk
about has ruled out protection for the
most vulnerable workers in America.

Mr. Speaker, I could become very un-
popular with people who say the virile
thing to do, the manly thing to do is
just say no. Do not talk about a com-
promise at this point. Do not propose
to cooperate with these folks at all.

Well, I have been around a long time.
I have been here 14 years. I am not
going to walk into this ambush with-
out my eyes open and warning all of
the other workers of America. An am-
bush is coming. An ambush is coming.

I applaud the fact that the White
House is saying just say no, they will
not sign the bill as it is. They will not
sign it as it is. But I have heard that
language before. If they said I will
under no conditions sign a bill that
does this, this and this to workers,
then I would be here with a different
story. The White House is not saying
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what their conditions are. They have
their own bill and said they prefer
their own bill, but it does not deal with
this problem.

We want the administration to
change its bill, because its bill does not
say that people making $10 an hour or
less should be exempted, should be ex-
empted from any attempt to remove
the protection of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, or more particularly what my
amendment says, people earning less
than 2.5 times the minimum wage
should not be involved in this process.
We want the White House and Demo-
cratic caucus to take that position.
American workers wake up, an ambush
is coming. If you took this position
now, then you would have something
to negotiate.

Public opinion still is in this process.
But as the days go by, as next week ar-
rives and we have it on the floor here
and people feel good about voting no
and what you are left with is only two,
at best, you would be left with two
propositions. One is the majority bill,
which they are insisting that they
wanted, and the other is the substitute
offered by the Democrats.

Even if everybody voted, if the ma-
jority were to allow the substitute to
pass, the workers who earn $10 or less
would be in trouble, because the sub-
stitute at this point is not dealing with
their problem. So this is the message I
am sending.

You might say, why are we in this
position? Why do we not have a strong
voice in favor of protecting the most
vulnerable workers in any piece of leg-
islation? Is this setting a precedent for
the coming year?

As I said before, there is going to be
a lot of bipartisan agreement and co-
operation on education. There may be
bipartisan agreement and cooperation
on the environment. There are a num-
ber of areas where the signal has been
given, and we are going to try to work
together to come up with meaningful
legislation. I applaud that. I applaud
where we are going on education. I
have never felt better about education
and public policymaking with respect
to education. I learned today my own
State of New York, the legislature is
proposing as much as a 50-percent in-
crease in State aid to education. This
is what President Clinton has done.
This is what the bully pulpit, even
though the Federal Government is not
responsible for education and their ex-
penditures only represent about 7 per-
cent of the total expenditures for edu-
cation, when the President speaks,
when the bully pulpit is in operation, it
stimulates what happens at the State
level. It stimulates generosity. Peo-
ple’s eyes come open. The vision of the
White House, it is infectious. It con-
taminates people. The wonderful thing
about leadership in America is when
you have strong leadership they pick it
up in the capitals of the States and
city councils, and that is what has
been lacking on the issue of education
before President Clinton decided to
take his initiatives.

Over and over again he emphasized
the fact he is making education the No.
1 priority. In his budget he made edu-
cation a No. 1 priority. As I said before
on this floor, I am proud of the fact
that the Congressional Black Caucus
budget last year proposed a 25-percent
increase in Federal aid to education.
People said that is absurd, you will
never get that. That is pie in the sky.

Well, the President is proposing a 20-
percent increase this year, 20 percent.
That is pretty good. An example set by
the Congressional Black Caucus budget
is being followed.

But why now are we moving on edu-
cation at such a progressive, produc-
tive way? We are going to take care of
the kids, maybe, because this could all
degenerate into headlines and a
Potemkin village approach where it
looks like they are doing something
but the commitment never comes. You
do not know, until the appropriation
committees act, what is going to hap-
pen.

Let us assume this is going to be
real, we are not going to perpetuate a
fraud on the American people in terms
of the position of both parties here in
Washington on education. Let us as-
sume it is real.

We are taking care of the children of
the workers, giving them some better
opportunities, safer school buildings,
adequate equipment in the lab. We are
going to move to really try to provide
decent educational opportunities. But
the same child has to go home, if their
parents, as you can see, two-thirds of
the work force is in this condition, and
have their parents putting less food on
the table because they do not have the
cash.

The same children will have prob-
lems with their clothing because the
cash is not there to buy the clothing.
The cash is not there to pay for higher
rent. Cash is very important for people
who are in certain income brackets.
They do not have the luxury of saying
I want to improve my quality of life by
taking more time off to spend with my
kids. They have to rush out and try to
get another job and another job and an-
other job. You are placing them in
greater jeopardy.

One of the things that study after
study shows is that low income parents
spend less time than anybody else with
their children. They are often in situa-
tions where the pressure is so much
greater that you generate a number of
problems that would not be generated
if parents had more time to spend with
their children. But they have to work.

They have no choice. If you take
away the overtime pay that many of
them depend on, then you are only
complicating matters more. If a person
instead of making cash on his job for
overtime has to go to another job, he
has the travel time. You have a whole
set of problems generated by having a
second job. And on the second job of
course he is making regular pay, there
is no overtime. There is no advantage
in his skills and experience, and the

labor that he puts in above 40 hours in
a given week, it is not the same to
have to go get another job, if the jobs
are available.

Mr. Speaker, I will not get into all
that. But why are we doing this? Why
are we changing the laws in ways that
oppress and make life more difficult for
the poorest people?

b 1945
The plain, blunt answer: in America,

in a democracy, the voters determine
what happens; the people who vote are
always respected.

The people who vote eventually will
influence public policy. In the last
election, we had a great disappoint-
ment. Only 49 percent of the people eli-
gible to vote came out to vote. And of
the people not voting, the largest num-
ber were in these working class cat-
egories. The people who make $10 or
less an hour were the ones who did not
vote.

We have study after study confirming
the fact that the people who vote regu-
larly and the most are the people who
have the highest incomes. The richest
people in America go out to vote all
the time. As you go down the income
level, there is a clear correlation.

The rich understand. People who are
rich and have power understand that
their vote is important. They think
they have other ways to impact on the
government. They make contributions.
The same people who make those con-
tributions never hesitate to go out and
vote, because they know for them it is
just symbolism. Their dollars and their
contributions have a great impact on
their single vote, but they understand
what a democracy is all about.

The people in Poland understand
what a democracy is all about. Poland
has a problem with its economy. Po-
land’s budget for the government is a
very meager government under a lot of
pressure. But the pensioners in Poland,
the people who are on social security
and pensions, they are getting a far
bigger bite of the budget than any-
where else in the world, almost, be-
cause they vote. They have the power
of their vote over the government and
their needs are being met because that
government knows that they will come
down. Forty percent of the electorate
of Poland is involved with pensions and
so forth, so they know that they can
bring the government down.

Americans have the same option. The
51 percent who did not go out to vote
can have an impact on policy. They do
not have to have the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act gutted to their disadvantage.
They do not have to have people ignor-
ing their interests if they go out to
vote. It is simple. You do not have to
be a genius to figure out why there is
a steamroller going to take away from
the workers who need the pay most and
give it to the employers, more cash to
them, in the name of helping the upper
income and the middle income voters
who want that flexibility.

People who are really in those cat-
egories, the upper income and the mid-
dle income categories, there are other
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ways that they can get the flexibility
without this law. A few may be stuck
in the situation where the employees of
large corporations do not have the
flexibility and they need a change in
the law, but we can accommodate
them.

What we are going to have is a situa-
tion where pressure is being applied to
every lawmaker by the people who did
go out to vote and by the employers
with the cash who want more cash, and
they will push the steamroller, unless
the working people out there wake up
right now and get to your legislators
and remind them that you might not
have gone out to vote last time, but
you have the right to vote still, and
you are going to wake up and come to
your senses.

I despise, I have great contempt for
people who do not vote. People who do
not participate in the voter process, I
really have no use for them, but I rep-
resent a lot of them and I am sworn to
represent everybody, so I will protect
your interests despite the fact that you
did not vote. But that is the problem.
Understand the problem.

You do not have to talk in diplo-
matic language about this. The prob-
lem is that there is a perception in the
power circles, whether it is the House
of Representatives or the Senate or the
White House, that they must please the
people who vote, and we clearly have a
situation where those who are jeopard-
ized by this H.R. 1 did not vote in large
numbers.

I was once the commissioner of a
community development agency, the
antipoverty program for New York
City, and we used to have workshops.
At one point we had workshops on vot-
ing, the importance of voting. Poor
people must vote. Part of poverty can
be resolved, and you could have some
chance of changing public policies to
create better opportunities if you vote.

In the workshop we had a proposal
that people who do not vote should be
put in jail. There was a great outcry, a
great outcry about how unjust that
was. I put that in there, in the trading
package, because there were some
countries at that time, I do not know
whether Italy still does it or not, but
there are a few countries in the world
where it is against the law not to vote.
They consider it is that important,
everybody’s duty and, of course, most
of the democracies in the world, espe-
cially those in Europe, have a much
higher voter turnout than we do. In the
South African region you have an un-
precedented 90 percent turnout. The
disenfranchised people, in their first
election we had a more than 90 percent
turnout. We had a 49 percent turnout in
our last election for President and
other offices.

So if you take voting seriously, then
you will not have a great outcry about
putting people in jail if they do not
vote. What it demonstrated to me was,
you are not serious about voting, you
are worried about going to jail. The in-
justice of going to jail is not the ques-

tion. The question is, why do you not
vote?

In New York City we have huge hous-
ing projects in my district where the
voting booth is right there in the mid-
dle of the housing project. It takes a
person no more than 30 minutes to get
out of their house, go down, walk over,
vote, especially since the lines are not
very long. So as a result of folks year
after year not doing this, you have a
set of attitudes and approaches that
have developed, a way of operating po-
litically that is now based on contempt
for the poor, contempt for the low-
wage earners.

It is not hard to figure out what is
happening. The steamroller will roll
right over us, so leaders of organized
labor and various people who do rep-
resent these workers, those who did
not vote, must join with me and under-
stand we represent everybody, not just
those who vote. Somebody must pro-
tect those who are not protected. What
is happening here in the floor, or what
is happening here in this process of
H.R. 1 rolling past us, is that nobody is
stepping forward to protect those
workers.

We can take care of the needs of
those who are middle class, middle in-
come, one more time for their children,
we can lift the Fair Labor Standards
Act for you. At the same time we can
keep the Fair Labor Standards Act to
protect the others. What is wrong with
that kind of compromise? What is the
matter? Why must we insist on beating
those who are weakest? And those who
do not vote are weak.

The same people who do not vote cer-
tainly do not contribute to political
campaigns. If they are not interested
enough to go out and take 30 minutes
to vote, they certainly are not going to
put a dime into a political campaign.

They are weak, they are misguided,
they are un-American in the greatest
sense of the word. Not to participate in
the process, not to vote makes you un-
American, but they still have to be
protected. We hope to have a redeposi-
tion. Our democracy will not survive if
these people continue to be alienated,
outside of the system, so they must be
protected.

There is a pattern in other ways. I
have talked about the CPI, the
consumer price index, and all of the
discussion in Washington: Let us tam-
per with the consumer price index, be-
cause the consumer price index decides
what the cost-of-living increase is
going to be for people on Social Secu-
rity or people in a number of other
jobs. The COLA’s, we call them.

Your COLA was in danger this time
last week, grave danger. There was a
lot of talk. The President said he would
have to take a look at it, Senator MOY-
NIHAN of New York, NY, liberal New
York, MOYNIHAN, the great defender of
the poor said yes, we ought to take a
look at it. There are a lot of people
who want to take a look at the CPI,
the consumer price index, so that we
can perhaps tamper with it, revamp it

and bring down the cost of living which
gives people on Social Security a few
more dollars every year. As the cost of
living goes up, they get a few more dol-
lars. We almost lost those few dollars
or we almost had a situation where
they were compromised.

I am here to announce good news to-
night. The badgering of the poor, the
harassment of the poor will not take
place through this medium. The Presi-
dent announced he will have nothing to
do with it. He is not going to go for-
ward with a CPI panel. They are not
going to have a commission or a panel
to look at the consumer price index.
Thank you, Mr. President.

We are going forward this year, at
least, without a panel to tamper with
and sabotage the consumer price index.
It may happen in the future, but the
pressure has been so great. Again, the
steamroller was rolling. Everybody
this time last week was on board, ev-
erybody this time last week empow-
ered. The oligarchy was moving. They
had made a decision that they were
going to deal with the consumer price
index.

This week it is different, because
there was a big outcry. The gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], House
Democratic leader, refused to embrace
the idea, and labor stood with him.
There was an outcry, even by some Re-
publicans and conservative Democrats.
They met fierce resistance in meetings
with organized labor, in meetings with
the American Association of Retired
Persons [AARP], conservative Demo-
crats, and even some Republicans who
did not want to go forward with pun-
ishing the poor by taking away the
extra pennies they get when they get a
COLA as a result of the cost of living
going up and being measured by the
consumer price index.

So we can celebrate, and I end on
that note, because it is important to
celebrate and understand how it hap-
pened. It did not happen by magic;
there was no decree that came down
from heaven. It is the public opinion
process operating, despite the fact that
you are not protected by the fact that
it is well-known you did not go out to
vote. The people who are the most vul-
nerable have advocates. The people
who are most vulnerable have rep-
resentatives who are committed to rep-
resent them, despite the fact that they
did not vote.

This process, we hope, will protect
you for a little while longer, but the
great appeal is for everybody to under-
stand the steamroller in Washington
this year will be moving again and
again against the work force.

Last year we had extremist proposals
about eliminating certain parts of
OSHA to protect workers; we had a big
cut in the apparatus for negotiating
agreements, labor agreements. Every-
where that labor existed they were
under attack, and even now, those at-
tacks are being readied again. Davis-
Bacon is under attack again. We will
talk more about that later.
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But as the ranking member of the

committee on work force protections, I
hope that all of the Members will hear
my message that the people who are
the working people in America, cer-
tainly those who are making $10 or less
an hour, need protection. Do not let
H.R. 1 pass. Do not let the paycheck
ripoff act go through. We want a pay-
check protection act instead.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. KINGSTON (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of attend-
ing a funeral.

Mr. MCHUGH (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today after 2 p.m. on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. MCINTYRE (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of offi-
cial business.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MANZULLO) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:

Mr. BEREUTER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GEKAS, for 5 minutes each day,

on March 17 and 18.
Mr. QUINN, for 5 minutes, today.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and to
include extraneous material, notwith-
standing the fact that it exceeds two
pages of the RECORD and is estimated
by the Public Printer to cost $674.00.

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts)
and to include extraneous matter:

Mr. SERRANO.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.
Mr. POSHARD.
Mr. RAHALL.
Mr. BONIOR.
Mr. VISCLOSKY.
Mr. CONDIT.
Mr. MORAN of Virginia.
Ms. HARMAN.
Mr. TOWNS.
Mr. MILLER of California.
Ms. VELAZQUEZ.
Mr. KLECZKA.
Mr. FROST.
Mr. PASCRELL.
Mr. MENENDEZ.
Mr. LEVIN.
Mr. BARCIA.
Mr. RANGEL.
Mr. GEJDENSON.
Mr. PALLONE.
Mr. MATSUI.
Mr. HOYER.
Mr. LIPINSKI.

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri.
The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MANZULLO) and to include
extraneous matter:

Mr. COBURN.
Mr. KINGSTON.
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.
Mrs. FOWLER.
Mr. OXLEY.
Mr. DELAY.
Mr. RADANOVICH.
Mr. GINGRICH in two instances.
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. SCARBOROUGH.
Mr. BARTON of Texas.
Mr. PORTMAN.
Mr. WOLF.
The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. OWENS) and to include ex-
traneous matter:

Mr. MARKEY in two instances.
Ms. PELOSI.
Mr. MCINNIS.
Mr. PACKARD.
Mr. STUMP.
Mr. LEWIS of California.
Mr. GREEN.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Ms. DUNN.
Ms. SANCHEZ.
Mr. PASCRELL.
f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 57 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, March
17, 1997, at 2 p.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2233. A letter from the Agricultural Mar-
keting Service, Administrator, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Grapes Grown in a
Designated Area of Southeastern California;
Assessment Rate (Docket No. FV96–925–1
FIR) received March 12, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

2234. A letter from the Agricultural Mar-
keting Service, Administrator, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Olives Grown in
California; Assessment Rate (Docket No.
FV96–932–4 FIR) received March 12, 1997, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

2235. A letter from the Agricultural Mar-
keting Service, Administrator, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Onions Grown in
South Texas; Assessment Rate (Docket No.
FV96–959–1 FIR) received March 12, 1997, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

2236. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a report of a viola-
tion of the Anti-Deficiency Act which oc-
curred in the Coast Guard’s acquisition, con-
struction and improvements [AC&I) appro-
priation, U.S. Treasury symbol 699/30240, pur-
suant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b); to the Committee
on Appropriations.

2237. A letter from the Export-Import Bank
of the United States, President and Chair-

man, transmitting a report involving United
States exports to the Republic of Korea, pur-
suant to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Financial Services.

2238. A letter from the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, Managing Director,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Nikiski,
Alaska) (MM Docket No. 96–50, RM–8768) re-
ceived March 11, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2239. A letter from the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, Managing Director,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b) Table of Al-
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations
(Weaverville, California) (MM Docket No. 96–
168, RM–8836) received March 11, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

2240. A letter from the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, Managing Director,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Greens-
boro, Alabama) (MM Docket No. 96–176, RM–
8851) received March 11, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

2241. A letter from the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, Managing Director,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Jupiter
and Hobe Sound, Florida) (MM Docket No.
96–205, RM–8862) received March 11, 1997, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

2242. A letter from the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, Managing Director,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Riverdale
and Huron, California) (MM Docket No. 96–
122, RM–8795, RM–8860) received March 11,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

2243. A letter from the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, Managing Director,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations
(Frederiksted and Charlotte Amalie, Virgin
Islands) (MM Docket No. 96–43, RM–8754, RM–
8830) received March 11, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

2244. A letter from the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, Managing Director,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Responsible Accounting Officer Letter 20,
Uniform Accounting for Postretirement Ben-
efits Other Than Pensions in Part 32; Amend-
ments to Part 65, Interstate Rate of Return
Prescription Procedures and Methodologies,
Subpart G, Rate Base (CC Docket No. 96–22)
received March 11, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2245. A letter from the Federal Energy Reg-
ulatory Commission, Chair, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Open Access Same-
Time Information System and Standards of
Conduct (Docket No. RM95–9–001; Order No.
889–A) received March 11, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

2246. A letter from the Federal Energy Reg-
ulatory Commission, Chair, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Promoting Whole-
sale Competition Through Open Access Non-
discriminatory Transmission Services by
Public Utilities; Recovery of Stranded Costs
by Public Utilities and Transmitting Utili-
ties (Docket Nos. RM95–8–001 and RM94–7–002;
Order No. 888–A) received March 11, 1997, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.
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2247. A letter from the Food and Drug Ad-

ministration, Director, Regulations Policy
Management Staff, Office of Policy, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Cold, Cough, Allergy, Bronchodilator, and
Antiasthmatic Drug Products for Over-the-
Counter Human Use; Amendment of Mono-
graph for OTC Bronchodilator Drug Prod-
ucts; Correction (Docket No. 94N–0247) (RIN:
0910–AA01) received March 12, 1997, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

2248. A letter from the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, Director, Regulations Policy
Management Staff, Office of Policy, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—In-
direct Food Additives: Adjuvants, Produc-
tion Aids, and Sanitizers (Docket No. 93F–
0028) received March 12, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

2249. A letter from the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, Director, Regulations Policy
Management Staff, Office of Policy, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—In-
direct Food Additives: Paper and Paperboard
Components (Docket No. 96F–0242) received
March 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2250. A letter from the Consumer Products
Safety Commission, Chairman, transmitting
a report of activities under the Freedom of
Information Act for the calendar year 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(e); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

2251. A letter from the Department of En-
ergy, Assistant Secretary for Human Re-
sources and Administration, transmitting a
report of activities under the Freedom of In-
formation Act for the calendar year 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(e); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

2252. A letter from the National Commis-
sion on Libraries and Information Science,
Executive Director, transmitting the fiscal
year 1996 report under the Federal Managers’
Financial Integrity Act [FMFIA] of 1982 and
the Inspector General Act, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

2253. A letter from the National Indian
Gaming Commission, Acting Chair, trans-
mitting a report of activities under the Free-
dom of Information Act for the calendar year
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(e); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

2254. A letter from the Neighborhood Rein-
vestment Corporation, Executive Director,
transmitting a report of activities under the
Freedom of Information Act for the calendar
year 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(e); to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

2255. A letter from the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, Deputy
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Maximum Retainable Bycatch
Percentages (Docket No. 961220363–7038–02;
I.D. 120296B) (RIN: 0648–AI65) received March
12, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

2256. A letter from the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, Acting Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Inshore Component Pollock in
the Aleutian Islands Subarea (Docket No.
961107312–7021–02; I.D. 030497A) received
March 12, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

2257. A letter from the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Summer

Flounder Fishery; Final Specifications for
1997; Adjustment to 1997 State Quotas; Com-
mercial Quota Harvested for Delaware
(Docket No. 961210346–7035–02; I.D. 102596B)
(RIN: 0648–xx76) received March 12, 1997, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

2258. A letter from the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, Acting As-
sistant Administrator for Fisheries, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Northeastern United States;
Framework Adjustments to the Northeast
Multispecies and American Lobster Fishery
Management Plans (Docket No. 970221036–
7036–01; I.D. 012797D) (RIN: 0648–AJ48) re-
ceived March 12, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

2259. A letter from the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, Acting
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Ocean
Services and Coastal Zone Management,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Coastal Zone Management Program
Regulations and National Estuarine Re-
search Reserve System Regulations (RIN:
0648–AJ24) received March 13, 1997, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

2260.A letter from the Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica, transmitting the Boy Scouts of America
1996 report to the Nation, pursuant to 36
U.S.C. 28; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

2261. A letter from the Department of
Transportation, General Counsel, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Policy on
Transit Joint Development (Federal Transit
Administration) (RIN: 2132–xx00) received
March 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2262. A letter from the Department of
Transportation, General Counsel, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Special
Local Regulations; Miami Beach, Florida
(U.S. Coast Guard) (CGD07 97–008) (RIN: 2115–
AE46) received March 13, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2263. A letter from the Department of
Transportation, General counsel, transmit-
ting the Department’s seven final rules—
Special Local Regulations/Regattas (U.S.
Coast Guard) (RIN: 2115–AE46) received
March 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2264. A letter from the Department of
Transportation, General Counsel, transmit-
ting the Department’s 101 final rules—Safe-
ty/Security Zones (U.S. Coast Guard) (RIN:
2115–AA97) received March 13, 1997, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2265. A letter from the Department of
Transportation, General Counsel, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Airworthi-
ness Directives; AlliedSignal Inc. TFE731 Se-
ries Turbofan Engines (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) (Docket No. 96–ANE–08; Amdt.
39–9926; AD 97–04–03) (RIN: 2120–AA64) re-
ceived March 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2266. A letter from the Department of
Transportation, General Counsel, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—IFR Alti-
tudes; Miscellaneous Amendments (Federal
Aviation Administration) (Docket No. 28833;
Amdt. No. 401) (RIN: 2120–AA63) received
March 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2267. A letter from the Department of
Transportation, General Counsel, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Revision of
Class E5 Airspace; Sawyer Airport, Gwinn,

MI (Federal Aviation Administration) (Air-
space Docket No. 96–AGL–19) (RIN: 2120–
AA66) received March 13, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2268. A letter from the Department of
Transportation, General Counsel, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Amend-
ment to Class E Airspace; Columbia, SC
(Federal Aviation Administration) (Airspace
Docket No. 96–ASO–38) (RIN: 2120–AA66) re-
ceived March 13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2269. A letter from the Department of
Transportation, General Counsel, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Establish-
ment of Class E5 Airspace; Sawyer Airport,
Gwinn, MI (Federal Aviation Administra-
tion) (Airspace Docket No. 96–AGL–19) (RIN:
2120–AA66) received March 13, 1997, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2270. A letter from the Department of
Transportation, General Counsel, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Establish-
ment of Class E2 Airspace; Sawyer Airport,
Gwinn, MI (Federal Aviation Administra-
tion) (Airspace Docket No. 96–AGL–18) (RIN:
2120–AA66) received March 13, 1997, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2271. A letter from the Internal Revenue
Service, Chief, Regulations Unit, transmit-
ting the Service’s final rule—Last-in, First-
out Inventories (Rev. Rul. 97–15) received
March 12, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 968. A bill to amend title XVIII
and XIX of the Social Security Act to permit
a waiver of the prohibition of offering nurse
aide training and competency evaluation
programs in certain nursing facilities; with
amendments (Rept. 105–23 Pt. 1). Ordered to
be printed.

f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

H.R. 968. Referral to the Committee on
Commerce extended for a period ending not
later than March 18, 1997.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. KLECZKA (for himself and Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts):

H.R. 1052. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to provide that changes to
the Consumer Price Index used in making in-
creases in Social Security benefits shall be
restricted to changes specifically authorized
by law; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. OXLEY (for himself, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr.
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CRAPO, Ms. FURSE, Mr. LARGENT, Mr.
GANSKE, and Mr. BOUCHER):

H.R. 1053. A bill to amend the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 to eliminate legal im-
pediments to quotation in decimals for secu-
rities transactions in order to protect inves-
tors and to promote efficiency, competition,
and capital formation; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. COX of California (for himself
and Mr. WHITE):

H.R. 1054. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to establish a national pol-
icy against State and local interference with
interstate commerce on the Internet or
interactive computer services, and to exer-
cise congressional jurisdiction over inter-
state commerce by establishing a morato-
rium on the imposition of exactions that
would interfere with the free flow of com-
merce via the Internet, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, and
in addition to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. SANDERS, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. ANDREWS, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. GREEN, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
EVANS, and Mr. FOGLIETTA):

H.R. 1055. A bill to establish within the Na-
tional Institutes of Health and agency to be
known as the National Center for Integral
Medicine, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. CHRISTENSEN (for himself and
Mr. WELLER):

H.R. 1056. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit or refund
of motor fuel excise taxes on fuel used by the
motor of a highway vehicle to operate cer-
tain power takeoff equipment on such vehi-
cle; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana:
H.R. 1057. A bill to designate the building

in Indianapolis, IN, which houses the oper-
ations of the Circle City Station Post Office
as the ‘‘Andrew Jacobs, Jr. Post Office Build-
ing’’; to the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for himself
and Mr. PEASE):

H.R. 1058. A bill to designate the facility of
the U.S. Postal Service under construction
at 150 West Margaret Drive in Terre Haute,
IN, as the ‘‘John T. Myers Post Office Build-
ing’’; to the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.

By Mr. BACHUS:
H.R. 1059. A bill to amend the Fair Debt

Collection Practices Act to reduce the cost
of credit, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

By Mr. BURR of North Carolina (for
himself, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. DELAY, Mr.
MCCOLLUM, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr.
CANADY of Florida, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
DEAL of Georgia, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
HASTERT, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma,
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. KLUG, Mr. LIVING-
STON, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. MCINTOSH, Ms.
FURSE, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. COBURN, Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. LAHOOD,
Mr. EHLERS, Mr. BARTON of Texas,
Mr. NORWOOD, and Mr. MILLER of
Florida):

H.R. 1060. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to authorize
compounding of drugs and devices under cer-
tain circumstances; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. CANADY of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.

EVANS, Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FROST,
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr.
HEFNER, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr.
WALSH, and Mr. NETHERCUTT):

H.R. 1061. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to eliminate the time
limitation on benefits for immuno-
suppressive drugs under the Medicare Pro-
gram; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. COBURN (for himself, Mr. BARR
of Georgia, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. BRYANT, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
CANADY of Florida, Mr. CHAMBLISS,
Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. COMBEST, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
CRANE, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Mr. DELAY, Mr. DICKEY, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. DUNCAN, Ms. DUNN of
Washington, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr.
GANSKE, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. HASTERT,
Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr.
HILLEARY, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. JONES,
Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. KLUG, Mr.
LARGENT, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky,
Mr. LINDER, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. LUCAS
of Oklahoma, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr.
MCINNIS, Mr. MCINTOSH, Ms. MOL-
INARI, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. NETHERCUTT,
Mr. NEUMANN, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr.
PARKER, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. POMBO,
Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. RYUN, Mr.
SALMON, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SHADEGG,
Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. STUMP,
Mr. TALENT, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. WAMP,
Mr. WATKINS, Mr. WATTS of Okla-
homa, Mr. WELDON of Florida, and
Mr. WICKER):

H.R. 1062. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act with respect to prevent-
ing the transmission of the human
immunodeficiency virus—commonly known
as HIV—and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

By Mr. EHRLICH:
H.R. 1063. A bill to amend the Webb-

Kenyon Act to allow any State, territory, or
possession of the United States to bring an
action in Federal court to enjoin violations
of that act or to enforce the laws of such
State, territory, or possession with respect
to such violations; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FILNER:
H.R. 1064. A bill to amend title 38, United

States Code, to extend the duration of the
pilot program providing for interest buy
down authority, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. GILCHREST:
H.R. 1065. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide that the actual
deferral percentage test shall not apply in
determining whether an arrangement for res-
taurant employees is a qualified cash or de-
ferred arrangement; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas:

H.R. 1066. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that an individual
who receives a passing grade in an examina-
tion for entrance into the competitive serv-
ice shall, if such individual is a welfare re-
cipient, be granted additional points above

the individual’s earned rating; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts
(for himself, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Ms.
NORTON, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr.
KASICH, Mr. FATTAH, Ms. KAPTUR,
and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey):

H.R. 1067. A bill to prohibit the advertising
of distilled spirits on radio and television to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself, Mr.
COSTELLO, and Mr. POSHARD):

H.R. 1068. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the limitations on
the number of taxpayers who may have med-
ical savings accounts; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mrs. LOWEY:
H.R. 1069. A bill to permit individuals to

continue health plan coverage of services
while participating in approved clinical stud-
ies; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself and Mrs.
MORELLA):

H.R. 1070. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to extend the program of
research on breast cancer; to the Committee
on Commerce.

By Mrs. LOWEY:
H.R. 1071. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit for em-
ployers for certain costs incurred to combat
violence against women; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York:
H.R. 1072. A bill to establish a commission

to investigate certain policies and proce-
dures with respect to the military justice
system, including policies and procedures
with respect to the investigation of reports
of sexual misconduct, sexual harassment,
and unlawful gender discrimination; to the
Committee on National Security.

By Mrs. MEEK of Florida:
H.R. 1073. A bill to amend chapter 89 of

title 5, United States Code, to encourage the
use of generic instead of nongeneric drugs; to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

By Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD:
H.R. 1074. A bill to promote the fitting of

firearms with child safety locks; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PAYNE (for himself, Mr. KING
of New York, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MAN-
TON, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Ms.
DEGETTE, Ms. NORTON, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. BOR-
SKI, and Mrs. MEEK of Florida):

H.R. 1075. A bill to limit the sale or export
of plastic bullets to the United Kingdom; to
the Committee on International Relations.

By Ms. PELOSI (for herself, Mr.
BALDACCI, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin,
Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. BOUCHER, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. ESHOO,
Mr. EVANS, Mr. FARR of California,
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. FROST, Mr. GEPHARDT,
Mr. GREEN, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mrs.
KENNELLY of Connecticut, Mr. LA-
FALCE, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Ms. MOLINARI, Mrs. MORELLA, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. OLVER, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr.
ROTHMAN, Mr. SABO, Mr. SANDERS,
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. STARK, Mr.
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TORRES, Ms. WATERS, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. YATES, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mrs. LOWEY):

H.R. 1076. A bill to amend the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation Act to prescribe an income
rule for determining if a client who is a vic-
tim of domestic violence is eligible for as-
sistance; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. QUINN (for himself, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. MANTON, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. FORBES,
Mr. KING of New York, Mr. MCHUGH,
Mr. PAXON, Mr. WALSH, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. LAZIO
of New York, Mr. TOWNS, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. LA-
FALCE, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MCNULTY,
Mr. FLAKE, Mr. NADLER, and Mr.
HOUGHTON):

H.R. 1077. A bill to stay implementation of
the plan for allocation of health care re-
sources of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs until the Secretary of Veterans Affairs
certifies that the Secretary, in developing
such plan, took into account certain medical
and nonmedical factors of veterans residing
within each region to be served by a veterans
integrated services network; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Ms. RIVERS:
H.R. 1078. A bill to require the Adminis-

trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to prescribe a rule that prohibits the
importation for disposal of polychlorinated
biphenyls at concentrations of 50 parts per
million or greater; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr.
SPRATT):

H.R. 1079. A bill to require the inclusion of
provisions relating to worker rights and en-
vironmental standards in any trade agree-
ment entered into under any future trade ne-
gotiating authority; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SAXTON:
H.R. 1080. A bill to study the high rate of

cancer among children in Dover Township,
NJ, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan:
H.R. 1081. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-

tion Campaign Act of 1971 to reduce the in-
fluence of multicandidate political commit-
tees in elections for Federal office; to the
Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (for himself
and Mr. MILLER of California):

H.R. 1082. A bill to amend the Indian Child
Welfare Act of 1978, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. GOODLING (for himself, Mr.
RIGGS, Mr. MARTINEZ, and Mr. KIL-
DEE):

H. Con. Res. 48. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the 25th anniversary of the estab-
lishment of the first nutrition program for
the elderly under the Older Americans Act of
1965; to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. HOYER:
H. Con. Res. 49. Concurrent resolution au-

thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for
the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself, Mr. GIL-
MAN, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Mr. FROST, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. SCHUMER,
Mr. SHERMAN, and Mr. WAXMAN):

H. Con. Res. 50. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
the status of the investigation of the bomb-

ing of the Israeli Embassy in Buenos Aires in
1992; to the Committee on International Re-
lations.

By Ms. RIVERS:
H. Res. 97. Resolution amending the Rules

of the House of Representatives to require
that the expenses of special-order speeches
be paid from the Members representational
allowance of the Members making such
speeches; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. MCHALE,
Mr. MURTHA, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. HALL
of Texas, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. TAYLOR of
Mississippi, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. GIBBONS,
Mr. HUNTER, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr.
ANDREWS, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr.
HYDE, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. LEWIS of
Kentucky, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. SOLO-
MON, Mr. BONO, Mr. SAXTON, Mr.
YOUNG of Florida, Mr. MCDADE, Mr.
HEFLEY, Mr. RILEY, Mr. STUMP, Mr.
EVERETT, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. COX of
California, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr.
MCKEON, Mr. PAPPAS, Mr.
SCARBOROUGH, Mr. SISISKY, Ms. HAR-
MAN, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. DUNCAN, Mrs.
FOWLER, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. GIL-
MAN, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. HANSEN, Mr.
STENHOLM, Mr. DELAY, Mr. LIVING-
STON, Mr. TALENT, Mr. QUINN, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. REYES, Mr. TRAFICANT,
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr.
ISTOOK):

H. Res. 98. Resolution expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives with respect
to limits in any bilateral or multilateral
agreement on certain missile defense sys-
tems of the United States; to the Committee
on International Relations.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 28: Mr. SNYDER.
H.R. 58: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.

CUNNINGHAM, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. FRANKS of
New Jersey, and Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 66: Mr. LARGENT, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
FOGLIETTA, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. METCALF, Mrs.
CARSON, and Mr. BARCIA of Michigan.

H.R. 68: Mr. KLECZKA.
H.R. 87: Mr. JONES and Mr. SHADEGG.
H.R. 96: Mr. GOSS, Mr. BACHUS, Mr.

NETHERCUTT, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, and
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 113: Mr. SHAYS.
H.R. 123: Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington,

Mr. YOUNG of Florida, and Mr. CAMP.
H.R. 135: Mr. MCHALE.
H.R. 136: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mrs.

MEEK of Florida, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mrs.
THURMAN, and Mr. SHAW.

H.R. 143: Mr. FAZIO of California, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. CALVERT, Ms. HARMAN, Mr.
MCKEON, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
DOOLEY of California, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,
and Mr. CAPPS.

H.R. 146: Mr. STUPAK, Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota, Mr. STEARNS, Ms. LOFGREN, and
Mr. KANJORSKI.

H.R. 192: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. HOBSON, Mr.
METCALF, Ms. FURSE, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr.
WAMP.

H.R. 198: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.
H.R. 200: Ms. MOLINARI and Mr. KING of

New York.
H.R. 216: Mr. METCALF, Mr. MCGOVERN, and

Ms. MOLINARI.
H.R. 253: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. ROY-

BAL-ALLARD, and Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 255: Mr. CRAMER and Mr. MASCARA.
H.R. 279: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina,

Mr. TURNER, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. DELAY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr.
GONZALEZ, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr.
MURTHA, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. DOYLE, Mr.
CALVERT, Mr. COBURN, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.
HOYER, Mr. STARK, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma,
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr. TIAHRT.

H.R. 292: Mr. DELAY.
H.R. 306: Ms. FURSE and Mr. HASTINGS of

Florida.
H.R. 312: Mr. MANZULLO.
H.R. 331: Mr. JONES.
H.R. 339: Mr. WICKER, Mrs. EMERSON, and

Mr. WATKINS.
H.R. 343: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland and

Mr. HAYWORTH.
H.R. 345: Mr. GRAHAM.
H.R. 366: Ms. RIVERS.
H.R. 371: Mr. FAZIO of California and Mr.

HERGER.
H.R. 408: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. KINGSTON, and

Ms. NORTON.
H.R. 414: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. METCALF, Mr.

SANDERS, and Mr. WAMP.
H.R. 417: Mr. PASTOR, Ms. DELAURO, and

Mr. MANTON.
H.R. 419: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 420: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. FROST, Mr.

HORN, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
CARDIN, and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H.R. 426: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. QUINN, Mr.
HEFLEY, and Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 446: Mr. FAZIO of California and Mrs.
THURMAN.

H.R. 457: Mr. UPTON, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. FOX
of Pennsylvania, and Mr. HOUGHTON.

H.R. 459: Mr. SAXTON.
H.R. 492: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.

BLAGOJEVICH, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Mr.
COYNE, Mr. FARR of California, Ms. FURSE,
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs.
MCCARTHY of New York, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
SHERMAN, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. TIERNEY, and
Mr. VENTO.

H.R. 498: Mr. MINGE.
H.R. 501: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 519: Ms. MOLINARI, Ms. RIVERS, and

Mr. DINGELL.
H.R. 548: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.

MCHUGH, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr.
MANTON.

H.R. 577: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr.
FROST, Ms. LOFGREN, and Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois.

H.R. 586: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
EHRLICH, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. GOODE,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. KIM, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. REGULA, Mr. SNOWBARGER,
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, and Mr.
UNDERWOOD.

H.R. 599: Ms. NORTON, Mr. WATT of North
Carolina, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr.
YATES, Mr. OWENS, Mr. OLVER, Mr. TORRES,
Mr. HOLDEN, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Mr. WYNN, and Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 612: Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. KENNEDY of
Massachusetts, Ms. FURSE, and Mr. BISHOP.

H.R. 629: Mr. TAUZIN.
H.R. 680: Mr. JEFFERSON and Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 687: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 695: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.

SOLOMON, and Mrs. MYRICK.
H.R. 745: Mr. VENTO, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia,

Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. CHABOT.
H.R. 753: Mr. EVANS, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr.

DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. FLAKE, and Ms. FURSE.
H.R. 756: Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms.

NORTON, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. SENSENBRENNER,
Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. MARKEY, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. CLAY, and Mr. DEFAZIO.

H.R. 768: Mr. COBLE and Mr. ETHERIDGE.
H.R. 789: Mr. HAYWORTH and Mr. NUSSLE.
H.R. 793: Mr. DINGELL.
H.R. 795: Mr. BORSKI, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr.

STARK, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr.
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DEFAZIO, Mr. KLINK, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. YATES, Mr. ROTHMAN, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 812: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. FORBES, and Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 818: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 819: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 830: Mr. COOK and Mr. FROST.
H.R. 857: Mr. STUMP.
H.R. 864: Mr. QUINN, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
STOKES, Mr. CLAY, Mr. YATES, Mr. DAVIS of
Illinois, Mr. THOMPSON, Ms. RIVERS, Mr.
CLYBURN, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr. JEFFER-
SON.

H.R. 867: Mr. LEVIN and Mr. KLUG.
H.R. 877: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania,

Mrs. CARSON, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. RIVERS, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. HAST-
INGS of Washington, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. DEL-
LUMS, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. FILNER, Mr. SCHIFF,
Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr. MASCARA.

H.R. 895: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. LI-
PINSKI, Ms. DELAURO, and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.R. 898: Mr. MINGE.
H.R. 907: Mr. GORDON, Mr. HASTINGS of

Florida, and Mr. FORD.
H.R. 920: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.

FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. CONYERS.
H.R. 925: Mr. MINGE.
H.R. 928: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. KLUG, Mr. CAL-

VERT, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.

TIAHRT, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska, and Mr. CRANE.

H.R. 929: Mr. GOSS, Mr. WOLF, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. RILEY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
KINGSTON, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs. FOWLER, Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. SNOWBARGER, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. MORAN of Kan-
sas, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
CLEMENT, and Mr. SCARBOROUGH.

H.R. 934: Mrs. MYRICK.
H.R. 953: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. KUCINICH, and

Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 956: Mr. SHAYS, Mr. FROST, Mr. HAMIL-

TON, and Mr. WHITFIELD.
H.R. 971: Mr. WALSH, Mr. FLAKE, Mrs. KEN-

NELLY of Connecticut, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. GILCHREST, and Mr. FOX of Penn-
sylvania.

H.R. 973: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA and Mr. DAVIS
of Illinois.

H.R. 978: Mr. PAUL, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. NEUMANN, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. BOYD, and Mr. MASCARA.

H.R. 981: Mr. FOGLIETTA.
H.R. 982: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. BOEHLERT,

and Mr. LIPINSKI.
H.R. 990: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 991: Mr. BARCIA of Michigan and Mr.

WISE.
H.R. 993: Mr. BOB SCHAFFER.
H.R. 1002: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. JEFFERSON, and

Mr. WALSH.
H.R. 1032: Mr. SHAYS, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-

necticut, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. WISE, Mr. ED-
WARDS, Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. SAW-
YER, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,

Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. FROST, Mr. DOOLEY of
California, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. SCOTT, Mr.
WYNN, Mr. VENTO, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. FAZIO of
California, Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut,
and Mr. BOEHLERT.

H.R. 1033: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. WELLER.
H.R. 1046: Mr. FOGLIETTA.
H.J. Res. 28: Mr. LUTHER.
H.J. Res. 40: Mr. BARCIA of Michigan.
H.J. Res. 54: Mr. DOOLITTLE and Mr. KA-

SICH.
H.J. Res. 55: Mr. WICKER.
H.J. Res. 62: Mr. LINDER, Mr. SKEEN, and

Mr. TAUZIN.
H. Con. Res. 6: Mr. KENNEDY of Massachu-

setts, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Ms. FURSE.
H. Con. Res. 10: Mr. SHAW.
H. Con. Res. 12: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. CONYERS,

Mr. ROTHMAN, Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecti-
cut, Mr. BORSKI, and Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H. Con. Res. 13: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. ETHERIDGE,
Mr. METCALF, Mr. COYNE, Mr. CONYERS, and
Mr. DOYLE.

H. Con. Res. 38: Mr. DOYLE.
H. Res. 38: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BARRETT, of

Wisconsin, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr.
FARR of California, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. FURSE,
Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr. DELLUMS, Mrs. CARSON, Mr. TORRES, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. EHLERS, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. CLEMENT, and Ms. SANCHEZ.
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Senate
The Senate met at 10 a.m., and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Lord, You stand knocking at the
door of our hearts and this Senate
Chamber. Once again You make the
first move. You come to us in a new
way each day. We have learned that
yesterday’s experience of fellowship
with You or guidance from You will
not be sufficient for today’s challenges.
You seek entrance into every facet of
our lives and our work. The latch al-
ways is on the inside. Today, we have a
choice to open the door or leave it shut
in Your face.

All-powerful Lord, You have the se-
cret of victorious living. It is Your in-
dwelling, impelling power within us
that makes the difference between a
great or a grim day. We are alarmed by
the number of days spent in self-pro-
pelled effort, simply because we didn’t
begin the day by opening the door of
our hearts to You.

Who are we to deserve such attention
from You? Then we remember that it is
Your grace and not our goodness that
motivates Your persistence. You have
work to do here in this Senate and You
plan to do it through us. Come, Lord;
You are welcome. Reign supreme in
this Chamber and in our hearts. Amen.
f

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able majority leader, Senator LOTT of
Mississippi, is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President.
f

THE CHAPLAIN

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to
say what a great pleasure it is to have
a Chaplain who puts us to bed with
prayer at night, as he did last night at

the Library of Congress, and gets us
started off with prayer in the morning
on the floor of the Senate. We appre-
ciate him very much.
f

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today, the
Senate will resume consideration of
Senate Joint Resolution 18, the Hol-
lings resolution on a constitutional
amendment on campaign expenditures.
It is my hope the minority leader and
I can reach an agreement as to when
the Senate will complete action on this
resolution. I have discussed this with
the Senator from South Carolina. I
still think maybe there is a possibility
we can get an agreement and get a vote
on it tonight, but if not tonight, we
will converse with the sponsor of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 18 and see when
we could get a vote on it. If not to-
night, it could actually not occur until
Tuesday morning. But we will discuss
that and make an announcement later
on today.

Rollcall votes are possible through-
out today’s session. It is also possible
that prior to completing our business
this week, the Senate may be asked to
consider the independent counsel reso-
lution. The Judiciary Committee is
scheduled to meet today. Hopefully,
they can take some action in this area,
hopefully in a bipartisan way. That
would be helpful.

In addition, it is my hope we will be
able to reach a time agreement for con-
sideration of the nomination of
Merrick Garland to be the U.S. circuit
judge for the District Circuit. I am
thinking about the probability of that
occurring on Tuesday, maybe Tuesday
morning, with a time agreement. We
had been thinking perhaps 3 hours
equally divided would be sufficient, but
we will need to get a final arrangement
on that. We do have some Senators who
want to speak on this nomination.

I think a lot of the concern on this
one is not so much with the nominee as

with the circuit. The D.C. circuit actu-
ally has one of the lowest caseloads in
the country, and it is declining. It has
declined pretty perceptively, even in
the last year or so. There is a question
about how much need there is for addi-
tional judges on that circuit. So there
will be some discussion about that.

Again, I hope that rollcall vote can
occur on Tuesday morning. We maybe
could have done it today or Friday, but
because of the constitutional amend-
ment and other issues pending, we felt
Tuesday morning would give us time to
work it out. I expect the Senate to con-
vene on Monday, but this time I do not
anticipate any rollcall votes during
Monday’s session. I would like to note
that, again, for the Democratic leader,
that while we may be in session, I don’t
foresee at this time the need to have a
recorded vote during the day on Mon-
day. I do know there are Senators who
have commitments who necessarily
have to be away from the city, but we
will want to have votes as soon as we
can on Tuesday.

Mr. President, I have no further com-
ments at this time. I will be glad to
yield the floor to the Democratic lead-
er.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The Democratic leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me
thank the distinguished majority lead-
er for his announcements regarding the
schedule. I agree completely with his
assessment of the need to define a time
agreement for Merrick Garland. I hope
3 hours can be sufficient. I can’t imag-
ine that we would need more than that
amount of time. Obviously, there are
issues unrelated to Mr. Garland that
need to be addressed.

I was interested in the Judicial Con-
ference statement just this week, the
27-judge group, chaired by Chief
Rehnquist, actually called upon Con-
gress to create more judges. The group
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agreed to seek the authorization for 12
new appellate judgeships, 26 trial court
judgeships, and 18 bankruptcy court
judgeships, over and above the 93 va-
cancies that exist today. This is going
to become an increasingly important
matter for the Senate.

I intend to work closely with the ma-
jority leader to see if we can’t resolve
the question of nominations and con-
firmations relating to judges. I appre-
ciate very much his leadership and co-
operation that he has demonstrated in
working through the Cabinet-level ap-
pointments that we have been able to
address so far this year.

Mr. President, I will also say, in talk-
ing with a number of my colleagues
who want the opportunity to express
themselves on the constitutional
amendment, I am not sure that our
side will be prepared to agree to a time
certain for a vote today, but I will cer-
tainly work with the distinguished ma-
jority leader to see if we can’t find a
mutually convenient time with which
to begin bringing this debate to a close.

Mr. LOTT. Will the distinguished
Senator yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. Yes, I will yield.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if we need

additional time, we can have time to-
morrow and could even have some time
on Monday for debate. I am not trying
to push it to an early conclusion. I just
want to make sure Members are aware
that when everybody feels like they
have had their say, we will be prepared
to set the vote, whether it is this after-
noon or Tuesday.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, if I
can regain the floor for a moment to
say, given the accommodation of the
majority leader, I think it is impera-
tive that we use this time. I was
pleased yesterday. I don’t think there
was a quorum call, and I think it was
indicative of the kind of interest there
is on the issue and the kind of debate
that it generated. I hope we don’t see
quorum calls today. I hope we can
maximize the use of the time. I think
we all know the outcome of this de-
bate, so it isn’t necessarily the out-
come that is driving the interest as
much as just the philosophical ap-
proach we take to a very important
issue.

But, nonetheless, I appreciate very
much the majority leader’s interest in
accommodating Senators to allow for
the debate and we maximize the use of
the time. I yield the floor.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business for not to extend beyond the
hour of 12:30 p.m., with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for not to ex-
ceed 5 minutes each.

Under the previous order, there will
be 1 hour under the control of the Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee.
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent 10 minutes be
yielded to me from the time of the Sen-
ator from New Mexico. I request about
8 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. FRIST, Mr. DO-
MENICI, Mr. BENNETT and Mr. SPECTER
pertaining to the submission of Senate
Resolution 63 are located in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Submission of Concur-
rent and Senate Resolutions.’’)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in the
absence of any other Senators on the
floor seeking recognition, I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed as in morning
business for a period of up to 10 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

SUPPORT FOR THE FBI

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition to voice support for
FBI Director Louis Freeh, who has
been subject to some criticism in a va-
riety of quarters, including on the floor
of the U.S. Senate. I do so as someone
who is thoroughly familiar with the
work of FBI Director Freeh and of his
organization. I have worked with the
Federal Bureau of Investigation for
many, many years, going back to my
days as an assistant district attorney
of Philadelphia, when I prosecuted the
Local 107 Teamsters and got the first
conviction of teamsters resulting from
the McClellan committee investiga-
tion. I worked with the FBI as an as-
sistant counsel on the Warren Commis-
sion. I have seen a great deal of the
FBI’s work since being in the Senate
and working as a member of the Judici-
ary Committee.

I think the FBI does a good job—not
a perfect job, not a job without sub-
stantial problems, and not a job where,
on some occasions, they don’t make
mistakes, but a good job. I have seen
Director Freeh’s work in some detail,
specifically, on the oversight hearings
that the Senate Subcommittee on Ter-
rorism conducted on Ruby Ridge,
where I served as chairman.

Ruby Ridge was a national tragedy.
Randy Weaver did some things he
should not have done, but he didn’t de-
serve the armada of law enforcement
that descended on his mountain in
Idaho. That was a sad story, because
the Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms

unit had misrepresented Weaver’s
record. They said he had a prior record
of convictions, which was false. They
said he was a suspect in a bank robbery
case, which was false. That brought the
hostage rescue team from the FBI and
the killing of a U.S. Marshal, William
Deacon, the killing of Mrs. Randy Wea-
ver and their son, Sam Weaver, age 14.

To the credit of FBI Director Freeh,
he was willing to concede the errors.
He changed the rules of engagement, he
changed the FBI standards on use of
deadly force, and he changed the use of
the hostage rescue team. This was in
stark contrast to what the Alcohol, To-
bacco, and Firearms did. They would
not concede their errors. The Depart-
ment of the Treasury, which managed
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, stood
by their conduct, even though it was
palpably wrong, as disclosed in the ex-
tensive hearings the subcommittee had
over the course of 2 months, 16 hear-
ings, and a long report in excess of 150
pages.

I have seen what Director Freeh has
done in combating domestic violence in
the Oklahoma City bombing, and I
have seen what the FBI has done in the
Unabomber case. Where the FBI has
made mistakes, Director Freeh has
come forward and conceded that.
Where there was unwarranted publicity
on the Atlanta Olympics pipe bomb
case, for example, when someone un-
fairly leaked information, Director
Freeh conceded that a mistake was
made.

While I applaud his concessions on
the unfair publicity, I have problems
with our inability to properly conduct
oversight on that Atlanta pipe bomb-
ing case. We have not been able to
move that ahead. So that when I evalu-
ate Director Freeh, I do so in the con-
text of someone who sees problems and
has been critical, as well as someone
who praises the Bureau’s overall per-
formance.

Director Freeh has been criticized on
the so-called VANPAC case, which in-
volved the murder of a Federal judge
and a civil rights leader. Director
Freeh prosecuted this case—he has had
a very remarkable career as an assist-
ant U.S. Attorney, a Federal judge, and
he left the Federal bench to become Di-
rector of the FBI. He was recently
criticized because there were alleged
errors made by the FBI laboratory in
connection with the VANPAC case.
The FBI laboratory has admittedly had
serious problems. That was one of the
aspects that was investigated by the
Senate subcommittee on Ruby Ridge,
because there were problems with their
work there, as well.

As the prosecuting attorney in that
criminal prosecution, Director Freeh
relied on evidence from the FBI labora-
tory, some of which may have been
faulty. But when Director Freeh found
out that that was an area of concern in
September of 1995, he recused himself
from the investigation of the FBI lab-
oratory. That means he took himself
out of the case and did not pass judg-
ment on it.
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The inspector general, who is about

as independent as you can be within
the Federal branch—has been looking
into the FBI laboratory. We have these
inspector generals in a variety of de-
partments. My legislation brought the
inspector general to the CIA, the only
reform legislation coming out of the
Iran-Contra affair. Inspectors general
are not perfect because it is hard to be
totally independent. But to the extent
you can have independence, the IGs are
independent. They report directly to
Congress. They are as good a mecha-
nism as you can have for that sort of
an investigation, unless you have con-
gressional oversight. There ought to be
more of that.

But, at any rate, Director Freeh did
what was possible by recusing himself
and referring the matter to the inspec-
tor general, who brought in five inde-
pendent scientists. He has been out of
the case, and he is prepared to make
whatever changes are necessary within
the FBI laboratory.

The FBI is currently conducting a
very sensitive investigation on cam-
paign irregularities, which may go to
the highest levels of Government. Not
a great deal can be said about that in-
vestigation at this time. But from
what I have observed Director Freeh
has been independent, has been forth-
right, and has done his job in a profes-
sional way. In that kind of an inves-
tigation there are inevitable pressures,
either express or implicit. I have some
familiarity with what the Bureau is
doing and what the Director is doing. I
have confidence in him. I do so with
some understanding of investigative
work on grand juries and criminal mat-
ters and the kind of sensitivity which
is involved. There are matters on
which I consult with him with some
frequency in terms of oversight.

As of this moment, I am not yet sat-
isfied with what has been done on Ruby
Ridge. The Department of Justice has
conducted an investigation on a num-
ber of the FBI agents, one of whom was
the former Deputy Director, Larry
Potts. It may well be as I said, in those
hearings, that Director Freeh did not
exercise the best judgment with re-
spect to Deputy Director Potts. But at
the same time I have said publicly that
Deputy Director Potts and others are
entitled to have the matter resolved,
and that the Department of Justice has
been investigating that since the fall of
1995—some 18-month lapse—which is
unwarranted. I know that case thor-
oughly because of the hearings we had.
I know investigative practice. That
matter should have been concluded.
That is not a matter under Director
Freeh’s purview. It is in the Depart-
ment of Justice.

I recently wrote to the Attorney
General complaining about the delays
and got an unresponsive response say-
ing that the investigation will take
several more months due to the com-
plicated nature of this matter. It is not
all that complicated. We have the At-
lanta pipe bomber case where I have

been trying to get an oversight hearing
since October-November. I am not de-
lighted with what the FBI has done on
that in terms of not being as respon-
sive as I think they might be. They
have internal investigations which are
really very difficult and which delay
congressional oversight. But overall
my view is that Director Freeh has
done a good job. And when you pick up
some of these matters on the FBI lab-
oratory, I think he has provided appro-
priate management and appropriate
oversight.

Mr. President, I think my time has
probably lapsed. But in the absence of
any other Senator on the floor, I ask
unanimous consent for an additional 10
minutes to proceed as if in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Pennsylvania is
recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.
f

HEALTHY CHILDREN’S PILOT
PROGRAM ACT OF 1997

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation directed at
providing health coverage to children
who lack health insurance in America.

This issue has been recognized as one
of the leading—if not the leading—
problems on incremental health cov-
erage in America today. I am glad that
President Clinton’s health care plan
proposed in 1993 was not adopted. That
was a matter that was fought out on
the Senate floor in some great detail in
1994. I participated in that debate.
When I read President Clinton’s health
plan, I was amazed by the number of
agencies, boards, and commissions, and
asked an assistant to make a list of all
of them. My assistant made a chart in-
stead of a list. I had that chart on this
floor and many other places, and I
shall spare you the chart today. Bob
Woodward of the Washington Post said
that chart was the key factor in defeat-
ing the Clinton health care plan be-
cause it showed on one page in red
more than 100 new agencies, boards,
and commissions, and in green about 50
existing bureaus giving new jobs. Then
we proceeded, I think wisely, with the
Kassebaum-Kennedy bill on incremen-
tal health coverage. Now I think we
need to go ahead and provide for cov-
erage for children in America.

Very briefly, let me summarize my
proposal before going into specifics. It
is said that there are 10 million chil-
dren who lack health insurance. My
analysis shows that there is a critical
group, perhaps the most critical group,
of some 4 million children which my
bill addresses in an incremental way; 3
million other children are eligible for
Medicaid coverage but not enrolled,
and 3 million other children are in fam-
ilies which would not be eligible for
health insurance under my plan be-
cause their family income levels are
too high. My legislation will provide a
pilot program which would provide

vouchers to States for families which
earn up to 235 percent of the poverty
level to purchase health insurance in
the marketplace.

Later today I am going to have a
news conference with the Brandt fam-
ily from Pennsylvania, because they
are illustrative of this issue. I would
now like to discuss the key elements of
my proposal and why I have asked the
Brandts to travel to Washington today.

Mr. President, it is no less true for
being a commonplace that nothing
could be more important to our Nation
than our children. I am introducing
today legislation aimed at beginning to
fill an enormous and unacceptable gap
in our country’s support for the health
and well-being of our children.

Mr. President, as President Clinton
discussed during the State of the Union
Address last month, there are today
approximately 10 million American
children who have no health insurance
coverage from any source—private or
public—and who therefore lack access
to the kinds of preventive and primary
care services which can be the dif-
ference between staying healthy and
getting sick or between minor illness
and serious, disabling or even mortal
illness.

Now, let me say at the outset that
this is not a Republican or Democrat
issue. Our two parties do have different
approaches to the roles and the cost of
our Federal Government but there is
not one party that cares about kids and
one party indifferent to our childrens’
health. Let us work constructively on
this and actually address the problem
rather than just trying to wrack up po-
litical points.

As with most statistics conjured up
for social policy debates, the Presi-
dent’s figure of 10 million uninsured
children needs further discussion to get
to the heart of the matter. Of these 10
million uninsured, approximately 3
million children live in families with
incomes which make them eligible for
Medicaid. I support outreach efforts by
the States to enroll these children in
Medicaid but, because coverage is ac-
cessible to these families if they avail
themselves of it, this problem is not
the gaping hole in our health care sys-
tem of which I spoke a moment ago.

Likewise, of the 10 million uninsured
children, another approximately 3 mil-
lion live in families with incomes
greater than the median household in-
come. There are even uninsured chil-
dren in more than a few high income
families.

Those numbers are deeply disturbing,
but I see them as a clarion call for
greater parental responsibility, rather
than for legislative or governmental
action. I know it is easy for those of us
with substantial incomes and em-
ployer-paid health benefits—such as we
here in the Senate—to preach to fami-
lies without these protections, but I
cannot imagine any higher priority for
a family with any more than just
enough income to keep food on the
table and a roof over their heads than
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to provide health insurance for their
kids. And I see it as clearly inappropri-
ate—despite some proposals on the
other side of the aisle to do so—to
spend tax dollars to subsidize health
insurance for higher income families.
The cutoff level I propose in this bill,
approximately $38,000 for a family of
four is already a bit higher than me-
dian household income in the United
States—$34,076—$34,524 in my own
State of Pennsylvania. In other words,
taken together, Medicaid and the new
initiative I am proposing would allow
eligibility by income for more than
half of the households in our country.
To go beyond that is to do what too
many Government programs already
do—tax those who have less for the
benefit of those who have more, Robin
Hood in reverse.

This leaves approximately 4 million
children, ineligible for Medicaid but
living in families without the resources
to obtain coverage on their own. This
is an American tragedy—the tragedy of
the working poor. Mom, Dad, or both
going to work every day, often more
than 5 days per week, but being paid
low wages, without health benefits.
These are honest taxpaying citizens,
but their kids’ futures are in jeopardy.
They are falling through a crack in our
health care system which must be
sealed off.

Some States, including my own State
of Pennsylvania, are attempting to ad-
dress this problem. In Pennsylvania, a
public/private partnership, combining a
publicly funded program called
BlueCHIP, the Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program, on which Governor
Ridge will spend $39 million this year,
and a private initiative called the Car-
ing Program for Children are reaching
60,000 out of the estimated 300,000 unin-
sured Pennsylvania children who are
not eligible for Medicaid.

But, as this statistic indicates, even
generous State and private resources
are wholly inadequate to meet the
need. And this need, this hole in our
health care system, is not a statistic.
It is real.

I would like to speak to you today
about some Pennsylvanians whose sto-
ries demonstrate both the real need for
action on the matter of uninsured chil-
dren and the effectiveness of a pro-
gram, such as the one I am proposing
today, in helping real people face life’s
storms. These good people have been
helped by Pennsylvania’s existing ef-
forts to provide health coverage to
children and their story is the best ar-
gument which can be made for a na-
tional effort to solve this problem.

Here with me today is the Brandt
family, from Tarentum, PA, in Alle-
gheny County: mother, Scarlett; fa-
ther, Richard; daughter, Lindsay, age
11; and son Chad, age 7.

First, I would like to thank the
Brandts very deeply for their willing-
ness to be here today, not only because
it involves a precious day off from
work for both Scarlett and Richard, a
day out of school for both Lindsay and

Chad and a long car ride to Washington
and back, but even more so because it
involves a family decision to put pride
aside and to be willing to face the press
as symbols for a policy debate. This is
not an easy position for people to put
themselves in—and even less so their
children—but the Brandts believe in
the need to tell America about this too
long ignored problem of uninsured chil-
dren and about the way life brightens
with just a little help to fill this basic
need. I am very grateful to them for
putting their desire to help others
ahead of their own privacy.

Scarlett and Richard both have full
time jobs; Scarlett is a hairdresser and
Richard is a truck driver. But neither
of their employers offer health benefits
and this hard working, taxpaying fam-
ily simply doesn’t earn enough money
to go out and purchase private health
insurance on their own. Before the
Pennsylvania programs began helping
the Brandts in 1993, Lindsay had lived
the first 7 years of her life without any
health insurance coverage and her lit-
tle brother Chad had gone without cov-
erage from birth until he was 3 years
old.

Here, then, are counter examples for
the think tank commentators who
argue against Federal action on chil-
dren’s health insurance by pointing to
examples of children who are only un-
insured for transitional periods of
months as their parents change jobs.
Here, in Lindsay and Chad, are exam-
ples of the heart of this problem—the
long-term uninsured children of the
working poor.

How did Scarlett and Richard make
due without health insurance for their
kids? They scrounged what services
they could from community health
clinics and they used emergency rooms
in ways that, when multiplied by all
those who act similarly, damage and
drain our entire health care system.
They also restricted the activities of
their children—and recent studies indi-
cate this is a common coping strategy
for parents in their shoes—cracking
down on sports and even bike riding to
try to avoid injuries. When Chad be-
came ill as a toddler, with recurring
ear infections, the family had to rotate
payments to their creditors—some
months skipping a utility bill, some
months cutting back on groceries—just
to be able to afford the prescription
medicines for their little boy.

Even with all of these ways of deal-
ing with their situation, the Brandts
lived every day under a cloud of fear
about their children’s health and their
family’s future and Lindsay and Chad
lived with unmet health care needs—
for physician care, for vision care, and
for dental care.

In 1993 the Brandt family got help
from the programs operated by West-
ern Pennsylvania’s Caring Foundation
for Children. It turned out that this as-
sistance proved even more necessary
than they knew at the time.

In April 1996, Lindsay Brandt was di-
agnosed with hemiplegic migraines.

This condition causes stroke-like
symptoms. When an incident occurs,
Lindsay suffers paralysis on the side of
her body opposite from the headache,
her speech slurs, her vision is blurred,
and she becomes confused. Although
she has needed five ambulance trips to
the hospital since developing this con-
dition, Lindsay is now on medication
to prevent further episodes.

Obviously, all of this care has been
expensive. Obviously, the sort of prob-
lem the Brandts feared in their unin-
sured years came to pass. It might well
have destroyed this family had it hap-
pened before they got health insurance
coverage for their kids. Thank God, it
did not.

The legislation I am introducing
today is a measured response to this
major problem. We must react with
both compassion and consideration.

Here is my proposal:
A 5-year pilot program funded with

discretionary dollars—rather than a
permanent entitlement—to provide
block grants to the States in support of
health insurance for uninsured children
who are not eligible for Medicaid or for
employer-based private health insur-
ance and whose families have incomes
up to 235 percent of the poverty level,
$37,718 for a family of four.

States which are already providing
health insurance coverage to children
eligible under this bill, such as under
their own Medicaid plans, would be re-
quired to maintain their efforts but
would, in effect, receive credit from the
Federal Government in the form of dol-
lars equal to the costs of the coverage
they are providing to children in fami-
lies up to the bill’s cutoff level of 235
percent of poverty.

My bill would offer full vouchers,
with the level determined by the Sec-
retary of HHS based on costs for an in-
surance policy covering preventive,
primary, and acute care services for a
child, for families earning up to ap-
proximately $29,700 per year for a fam-
ily of four and partial subsidies from
that income level until phased out at
approximately $38,000 for a family of
four.

By limiting eligibility to children
who do not have access to employer-
based private health insurance, we
avoid creating a disincentive to private
coverage. We should all applaud the
employers who are covering their em-
ployees, including lower wage employ-
ees, with family health insurance. In-
deed, there are approximately 10 mil-
lion American children in families
earning between the poverty line and
235 percent of poverty who do receive
private health insurance coverage,
compared to the 4 million who do not.
This is another example of the overall
effectiveness of our market-based
health care system even as it is also
the most striking example of a particu-
lar case of market failure.

By making this a 5-year pilot pro-
gram, we admit the complexity of the
health care system and the task of
health care reform. This approach,
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with block grants and vouchers, may
well prove to be the best way to cover
kids who need health insurance, but we
all know about the unintended con-
sequences of social policy initiatives
and we all know how hard it is to re-
form an entitlement, even if it has
truly perverse effects, and so I am pro-
posing a 5-year demonstration of this
approach in the appropriately humble
spirit of ‘‘trial and correction’’ which I
have many times before said on this
floor should inform our entire project
of health reform.

By making this program subject to
appropriations, we ensure that we un-
dertake this important effort in a fis-
cally responsible manner.

Specifically, to provide sufficient
funds to properly test this approach to
children’s health coverage in a way
that does not bust the budget, my bill
establishes the ‘‘Healthy Kids Trust
Fund,’’ on budget, funded through the
sale of available broadcast and non-
broadcast spectrum assets. I am not
wedded to this offset but offer it to
make clear my intention to see this
program paid for with hard dollars, not
confederate money.

Furthermore, my proposal provides
that:

The first year of the program, fiscal
year 1998, would be devoted to HHS and
State planning, with the new insurance
coverage commencing on or about Oc-
tober 1, 1998.

Coverage would be phased in, begin-
ning with children 0–5 years old in fis-
cal year 1999 and expanding in subse-
quent years to cover children 6–9, 10–12,
and 13–17.

In the 104th Congress, I was pleased
to cosponsor the Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act of
1996, better known as the Kassebaum-
Kennedy bill (S. 1028). There is no ques-
tion that Kassebaum-Kennedy made
significant steps forward in addressing
troubling issues in health care. The
bill’s incremental approach to health
care reform is what allowed it to gen-
erate consensus support in the Senate;
we knew that it did not address every
single problem in the health care deliv-
ery system, but it would make life bet-
ter for millions of American men,
women, and children.

In retrospect, I urge my colleagues to
note a most important fact—the Kasse-
baum-Kennedy bill was enacted only
after some Democrats abandoned their
hopes for passing a nationalized, big
government health care scheme, and
some Republicans abandoned their po-
sition that access to health care is
really not a major problem in the Unit-
ed States demanding Federal action.

Although we succeeded in enacting
incremental insurance market reforms,
there is still much we need to do to im-
prove our health care system. Addi-
tional reforms must be enacted if we
are serious about our commitment to
meet the needs of the American people.
I am hopeful that my colleagues under-
stand how important it is to our con-
stituents that we continue to reform

the health care system. Just look at
the Brandt children and multiply their
need by millions. Looking back at our
success with the Kassebaum-Kennedy
bill, I am equally hopeful that my col-
leagues have come to realize that if we
are to continue to be successful in
meeting our constituents’ needs, the
solutions to our Nation’s health care
problems must come from the political
center, not from the extremes.

Mr. President, I hope the legislation
I am introducing today can be the basis
for taking this next, crucial step in our
process of bipartisan, incremental
health reform. My proposal seeks to
achieve incremental expansion of
health care through a conservative
means—a fully funded program with
carefully crafted eligibility rules for a
limited period of time, a program based
on State administration and personal
choice and responsibility. Let us take
this step. Let us make this test. Let us
see to it that the anguish and Russian
roulette endured by all those situated
similarly to the Brandt family are
stopped and millions more of our Na-
tion’s greatest assets are given a basic
ingredient for decent and productive
lives.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining on the additional time
which I sought independent of Senator
DOMENICI’s time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 7 minutes and 10 seconds re-
maining. The Senator from New Mex-
ico has 39 minutes remaining in regard
to the previous order.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.
f

MAMMOGRAMS

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
final subject I wish to address briefly
involves the problem of mammograms
for women age 40 to 49.

Mr. President, this subject came into
sharp focus when a National Institutes
of Health panel on January 23 issued a
report that mammograms were not
warranted for women in the 40 to 49
category. That was immediately met
with very widespread criticism, includ-
ing criticism from Dr. Richard
Klausner, the Director of the National
Cancer Institute, who said that he was
shocked by that conclusion. As the
facts later developed, a press release
was inadvertently disclosed. Some of
the members of the panel had held that
mammograms were not warranted.
But, as I understand it, that had not
been thoroughly analyzed and agreed
upon by the panel. But once this press
release came out they stood by the re-
lease. And there has been enormous
confusion in America on this issue of
women 40 to 49.

The subcommittee, which I chair and
which has jurisdiction over the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services,
had a hearing on February 5 at which
Dr. Klausner restated his shock about
the matter. He thought that the advan-
tages of mammograms for women 40 to
49 had not been appropriately empha-

sized, and the disadvantages had been
emphasized too heavily. He also said
that he was going to await a meeting
of the National Cancer Institute later
in February—on February 24 and 25. It
was my understanding that the matter
would be resolved at that time. But, in
fact, it was not.

When the Secretary of Health and
Human Services testified before our
subcommittee on March 4 she said that
there would be a 2-month delay, which
I said in those hearings was unaccept-
able. I have since pressed Dr. Klausner
as to why there would be such a delay.

I wrote to him on March 5, 1997. I ask
unanimous consent that the text of
that letter be printed in the RECORD
following my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, when I

was dissatisfied with his response, I
wrote to Dr. Harold Varmus, Director
of the National Institutes of Health,
the overall supervisor, on March 6, 1997
asking that there be some acceleration
of this determination because no fur-
ther tests were necessary but only a
judgment was needed. What I found
was that the matter was being referred
to a 7-person subcommittee which was
going to deliberate on the issue and
then take it up by an 18-person full
committee.

I ask unanimous consent that my let-
ter to Dr. Varmus and a subsequent let-
ter to Dr. Klausner be included in the
RECORD following my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)
Mr. SPECTER. I am concerned that

the delays in mammograms could con-
stitute a health hazard for women 40 to
49. And, beyond that, that there is
much confusion in America on that
subject. The upshot of it has been that
there now appears that the subcommit-
tee will render its report to the full
committee on this Friday, and there
will be a final report rendered next
Tuesday which will eliminate the need
for accelerated hearings in our sub-
committee to try to come to a conclu-
sion on this important matter.

I emphasize that I appreciate the
need for an independent medical judg-
ment on this important subject.

It seems to me that where all the
tests have been performed and it is a
matter of issuing guidelines, coming to
closure and judgment on this should
not require such a lengthy period of
time. I believe that there is not a suffi-
cient sense of urgency generally, and in
Government specifically, as this issue
has been addressed. My views are ex-
pressed more fully in these letters, and
I shall not take a greater period of
time to elaborate upon them here.

In coming to my own judgment that
mammograms are warranted for
women 40 to 49, the subcommittee held
hearings in Pittsburgh, in Hershey, and
in Philadelphia, where we heard from a
long array of witnesses. A report has
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been prepared by my able staff mem-
ber, Betty Lou Taylor, and also by
Craig Higgins. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this statement be printed in
the RECORD following my oral state-
ment. It sets forth the findings of
prominent doctors in Pennsylvania and
quite a number of women in the 40-to-
49 category who give firsthand testi-
mony about the importance of mam-
mograms for them and the importance
of mammograms generally for women
in the 40-to-49 category.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)
Mr. SPECTER. It is my hope, Mr.

President, that we will have a defini-
tive statement, as I say, next Tuesday.
We need the definitive statement so
that we come to closure on the issue,
and then it is a matter for scientists
acting on their independent judgment.
It is my hope and expectation that the
abundance of scientific tests which are
already available will show that mam-
mograms are important for women 40
to 49.

When I talk about medical tests, I
speak from some personal experience,
having had an MRI which disclosed a
very serious problem. On these medical
examinations, the earlier the better, so
I hope we move ahead as promptly as
we can.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

Washington, DC, March 5, 1997.
RICHARD D. KLAUSNER, M.D.,
Director, National Cancer Institute, Bethesda,

MD.
DEAR DOCTOR KLAUSNER: I was very dis-

tressed to hear Secretary Shalala’s testi-
mony yesterday that there will be another
two-month delay on having the National
Cancer Institute reach a conclusion on
whether mammograms are warranted for
women aged 40 to 49.

As disclosed in our previous hearing, the
NIH consensus development conference panel
press statement of January 23, 1997, was
probably inadvertently released. That re-
sulted in a lot of anxiety for women in the 40
to 49 age category and beyond. When you tes-
tified before the Subcommittee on February
5, 1997, the expectation was that the matter
would be resolved by further NCI proceedings
on February 25, 1997. Now we hear that there
will not be a definitive statement until early
May.

During the intervening 60 days, thousands
of women in the 40 to 49 age category might
be screened which could result in the saving
of many lives.

I would appreciate your immediate re-
sponse as to why the National Cancer Insti-
tute cannot make a prompt decision, or in
the alternative, give our Subcommittee an
earlier date.

Sincerely,
ARLEN SPECTER.

EXHIBIT 2

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

Washington, DC, March 6, 1997.
Dr. HAROLD VARMUS,
Director, National Institutes of Health, Be-

thesda, MD.
DEAR DOCTOR VARMUS: With this letter, I

am sending you a copy of a letter I sent to
Dr. Klausner yesterday.

Earlier today Dr. Klausner and I had a con-
versation which I considered totally unsatis-
factory. Dr. Klausner had set a time limit of
60 days for the subcommittee to report back
to him; and when I said I thought that was
unreasonably long, he said they would do it
as soon as possible. When I asked him how
long that would be, he said he didn’t know
and referred me to Dr. Barbara Rimer.

When my Chief of Staff, Craig Snyder,
called Dr. Rimer, she advised that 60 days
was the outside period with the hope that
her subcommittee could act more promptly.
Dr. Rimer then outlined a procedure where
she had drafted a proposed statement for her
subcommittee of 7 members which was cir-
culated today with the response time a week
from today. After that, Dr. Rimer expected
to have a conference call among 18 members
of the full committee to resolve the issue
with the hope that all of that could be con-
cluded within 10 days.

In my opinion, this is an extraordinarily
unwieldy procedure and judgments could
really be made at the National Cancer Insti-
tute since no additional research is nec-
essary.

If the procedure outlined by Dr. Rimer is
followed, I urge you to escalate the pace by
having the comments of the 7 subcommittee
members returnable next Monday with the
conference call of the full 18 members of the
National Cancer Advisory Board to be com-
pleted promptly thereafter so that the final
comments can be completed by the end of
next week.

Again, in my opinion, the Department of
Health and Human Services, NIH and NCI do
not have an appropriate sense of urgency on
this matter. I do not have to tell you how
many lives could be saved with prompt
screening of women 40 to 49 without the kind
of delay occasioned since the first release of
January 23.

I would appreciate your immediate re-
sponse on this matter.

Sincerely,
ARLEN SPECTER.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

Washington, DC, March 11, 1997.
RICHARD D. KLAUSNER, M.D.,
Director, National Cancer Institute, Bethesda,

MD.
DEAR DOCTOR KLAUSNER: I had asked my

staff yesterday to set the hearing for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health including the Na-
tional Cancer Institute for March 18 because
of my concern about the prospective 60-day
delay on the issue of mammograms for
women 40 to 49.

When I heard you were going to be out of
the country from March 14 to March 21, I
sought to schedule the hearing for this week,
on March 13, because the Senate will be out
of session from March 24 through April 6 and
I did not want to wait so long on this mam-
mogram issue.

I have since been advised that the NIH sub-
committee will circulate its decision to the
full committee this Friday and the full NIH
committee will act on March 18. While I real-
ly believe there has been too much delay up
to now on the resolution of this issue, at this
point I suppose that’s about as expeditious a
decision as can be made.

As I think you understand, my point all
along has been that the matter ought to be
resolved one way or another. I appreciate
and understand the importance of independ-
ent medical judgment but the time delays
for the NIH subcommittee and full commit-
tee frankly puzzle me. When you had ex-
pressed your own ‘‘shock’’ on the NIH panel
finding back on January 23, and the bulk of
the evidence supports mammograms for
women 40 to 49, I had thought the matter to

be pretty much resolved since there were no
further tests to be conducted but only a
judgment to be made. It was my thinking
that 60 more days from the testimony of Sec-
retary Shalala on March 4 was unacceptable.

In any event we will await the final guide-
lines on March 18 and we will defer the NIH/
NCI hearing until April at which time we
will take up the procedures which you have
employed on the issue as well as the other
substantive matters affecting the National
Institutes of Health including the National
Cancer Institute.

Sincerely,
ARLEN SPECTER.

EXHIBIT 3

Mr. President, in recent weeks, I have been
holding hearings here in Washington and
around my home state of Pennsylvania on
the recommendation made on January 23,
1997 by the NIH Consensus Development Con-
ference Concerning Breast Cancer Screening
for Women Between the Ages of 40 and 49.
The panel concluded, ‘‘that the available
data did not warrant a single recommenda-
tion for mammography for all women in
their forties.’’ Instead, the panel reiterated
the 1993 recommendations of the NCI that
each women between the ages of 40 and 49
should decide for herself whether to undergo
mammography.

On January 23, 1997 after the press release
was issued by the Consensus Panel, Dr. Rich-
ard Klausner stated that his own reading of
the studies and information presented to the
conference, in contrast to past years, was
that we now have available more convincing
evidence. The evidence is primarily from
Swedish population screening studies that
there is a statistically significant benefit in
terms of reduced death from breast cancer
for women who begin screening in their for-
ties. Women in that age group who decide to
begin screening should be aware of the in-
creased evidence of benefit and of any poten-
tial risk. A women’s decision to be screened
or not screened should be made on the basis
of knowledge.

Breast cancer is the second leading cause
of cancer death in American women and ac-
cording to the American Cancer Society,
nearly 44,000 women will die from the disease
this year, and 10,000 of these women will be
in their forties, making breast cancer the
number one cause of death in this age group.
It seems to me that those numbers alone
should signal an alarm that women in this
age bracket are at great risk. And while
mammography is not perfect, it is the best
tool currently available.

FEBRUARY 5, 1997, WASHINGTON, DC

On February 5, 1997, at a hearing here in
Washington, I discussed this issue with a
panel of distinguished scientists, including
Dr. Richard Klausner, the Director of the Na-
tional Cancer Institute, Dr. Susan J.
Blumenthal, Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Women’s Health, Dr. David Hoel, a Member
of the NIH Consensus Development Con-
ference, Dr. Marilyn Leitch, Associate Pro-
fessor of Surgery at the University of Texas
Southwestern Medical School in Dallas,
Texas, and Dr. Barbara Monsees, Associate
Professor of Radiology and Chief of the
Breast Imaging Section of the Mallinckrodt
Institute of Radiology, Washington School of
Medicine in St. Louis, Missouri.

Dr. Klausner expressed concern that the
balance and tone of the Panel’s draft report
overly minimized the benefits and overly
emphasized the risks for women in their 40s.
Dr. Klausner also stated the National Cancer
Advisory Board would discuss the screening
issue at their next meeting. That meeting
took place on February 25, and resulted in
the formation of a special subcommittee to
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develop clear recommendations to the NCI
on screening mammography. Dr. Klausner
told the subcommittee that the Board in-
tends to complete the process in two months.

Dr. Blumenthal discussed the Depart-
ment’s efforts to improve breast cancer de-
tection and diagnosis to ensure that today’s
mammography techniques are of the highest
quality. She also stated that breast cancer is
perhaps the most dreaded and feared disease
in women and that it has become an epi-
demic in our country: the number of women
affected by this disease has increased from 1
in 20 over a time in the 1950s to 1 in 8 today.

Dr. Blumenthal spoke of the new frontiers
in breast imaging such as ultrasound, digital
mammography, breast MRI and Positron
Emission Tomography as ways to improve
early breast cancer detection. She also de-
scribed the ‘‘Missiles to Mammograms’’ ini-
tiative to adapt advanced defense, space, and
intelligence imaging technologies from the
DOD, CIA and NASA, to more accurately de-
tect breast cancer.

Next, the Subcommittee heard testimony
from David G. Hoel, Ph.D., who is Professor
and Chairman of the Department of Biome-
try and Epidemiology at the Medical Univer-
sity of South Carolina. Dr. Hoel, who is a
member of the NIH Consensus Panel briefly
outlined the process by which the Panel re-
viewed available research on the subject and
derived its conclusions. Dr. Hoel also de-
tailed the specific questions the panel was
charged with answering and further noted
that the Panel was restricted to providing
answers to specific questions. The Panel is
currently involved in completing its work
and stated that the Panel’s final conclusions
would accurately represent the consensus
view of its members.

We then heard from a panel of expert wit-
nesses representing the American Cancer So-
ciety, the Breast Cancer Foundation, and the
National Breast Cancer Coalition.

Speaking on behalf of the American Cancer
Society was Marilyn Leitch, M.D., who is As-
sociate Professor of Surgery at the Univer-
sity of Texas Southwestern Medical School
at Dallas. She reaffirmed the American Can-
cer Society’s position that the conclusions
reached by the Consensus Panel are at vari-
ance with the data presented by both Euro-
pean and U.S. scientists, and therefore did
not offer women and their physicians the
best guidance possible. She noted that the
National Cancer Institute and eleven other
organizations in 1989 concluded that women
in their forties should have regular mammo-
grams. That position was reaffirmed in 1992
after a subsequent review of the scientific
evidence.

In 1993, however, NCI withdrew its rec-
ommendation on the grounds that random-
ized clinical trials had not shown a statis-
tically significant reduction in mortality
among women under age 50. Since that time,
however, two Swedish studies and a statis-
tical compilation of eight clinical studies
have been released showing solid epidemio-
logical and clinical evidence that routine
screening is effective in reducing breast can-
cer mortality. The Swedish studies showed
statistically significant reductions in mor-
tality of 36 percent and 44 percent, respec-
tively, for groups invited to be screened.

Dr. Leitch conveyed the American Cancer
Society’s disappointment that the Consensus
Panel placed undue emphasis on two issues:
the risk of radiation-induced cancer and the
issue of false positives and false negatives.
She noted that the Society currently rec-
ommend that women in their forties be
screened every one to two years. Later this
month, the Society will convene its own ex-
pert panel, however, to determine if, based
on new evidence, the mortality benefit
might be even greater if women are screened
annually.

The Subcommittee then heard from Ms.
Susan Braun and Ms. Diane Rowden, both
representing the Susan G. Komen Breast
Cancer Foundation, a nonprofit organization
that supports research on breast cancer.

Ms. Braun noted that when breast cancer is
found in its earliest stages, the likelihood of
5-year survival is over 95 percent, but when
found after it has metastasized, that survival
rate drops precipitously—to 20 percent.
Clearly, early detection is a key to longev-
ity. And while she points out that mammog-
raphy is far from a perfect tool, it has proven
to save lives. Ms. Braum contends that the
benefits of early screening outweigh the
risks, and that is why the Komen Founda-
tion guidelines recommend screening every
one to two years, beginning at age 40. Ms.
Rowden reaffirmed that position. She cited
data estimating that in 1996, women in their
forties would account for 18.1 percent of
newly diagnosed invasive breast cancers,
compared with 16.8 percent for women in
their fifties.

We next heard from Frances M. Visco, Es-
quire, the first President of the National
Breast Cancer Coalition and a member of its
Board of Directors. Ms. Visco told the Sub-
committee that her breast cancer was diag-
nosed through a mammogram when she was
39 years old. She stated that we cannot act
as though the issue whether to recommend
screening for women age 40 to 49 is the most
important question surrounding breast can-
cer and that our outrage should be saved for
the fact that we do not know how to prevent
the disease, how to cure it, how to detect it
at an early stage, or what to do for a women
once we do find it.

Ms. Visco went on to ask what is the goal?
A simple message that is less confusing? She
stated that in this situation, the simple mes-
sage is wrong. She further stated that we
want mammography to work for all women.
It does not. We want to reduce breast cancer
to a sound byte. It cannot be. We should be
devoting our resources to designing mecha-
nisms to get the message out to women; to
get them to understand the risks, the bene-
fits, the pros, the cons, so they can make
their own decision.

Ms. Visco also told the Subcommittee in
her view $590 million should be devoted at
the NIH to research on breast cancer and $150
should be spent for research purposes at the
Department of Defense.

Ms. Visco concluded that women cannot
continue to be given false hope. If women in
their 40s are told to get a mammogram every
year, we are saying ignorance is bliss. What
we need to tell them is that there are pros
and cons, there are risks and benefits. That
is the information they need to get. Then let
them decide the course of their own care.

Our last witness was Barbara Monsees,
M.D., who is Chief of the Breast Imaging
Section at Mallinckrodt Institute of Radiol-
ogy at the Washington University School of
Medicine in St. Louis. She shared her unique
perspectives as both a medical professional
and as a woman who survived early breast
cancer detected by a mammogram.

Dr. Monsees confirmed the fact that there
appears to be clear scientific evidence that
early screening can substantially reduce the
death rate from breast cancer. She, too,
cited the findings from five major popu-
lation-based screening programs in Sweden.
Two of the trials showed mortality reduc-
tions of 44 percent and 35 percent, respec-
tively, while an overview study of all five in-
dicated a 23 percent mortality reduction.

Unfortunately, according to Dr. Monsees,
the NIH Consensus Panel chose to ignore
this most recent data, resulting in ‘‘an un-
balanced presentation of the facts . . .’’ Dr.
Monsees raised some provocative questions,
such as ‘‘Could this issue have taxed the NIH

consensus development model beyond its in-
tended purpose?’’ And ‘‘Were the panelists
given adequate time, information and in-
struction regarding the rules of evidence in
order to formulate their report?’’ In conclu-
sion, she voiced hope that the National Can-
cer Advisory Board will re-examine all the
evidence in an unbiased fashion, and con-
clude that screening women in their forties
does save lives.

FEBRUARY 20, 1997, PHILADELPHIA,
PENNSYLVANIA

On February 20th, 1997, I reconvened the
Subcommittee for our hearing in Philadel-
phia.

I opened the hearing with a report on a
promising opportunity I learned of last year,
whereby certain defense imaging technology
may prove useful in more accurately detect-
ing breast cancer in its early stages. I saw to
it that this project received the necessary
funding, and I look forward to seeing the re-
sults.

Once again, we heard from a very distin-
guished group of witnesses, led off by Dina F.
Caroline, M.D., Chief of the Division of Gas-
trointestinal Radiology and Mammography
at Temple University Hospital.

Dr. Caroline began by tracing the history
of mammographic screening for women in
their forties, beginning in 1977, when the Na-
tional Cancer Institute and the American
College of Surgeons recommended it for
women with first degree relatives with
breast cancer. Where the controversy came
to a head was in 1993, when NCI reversed its
stance, stating that experts do not agree on
the value of routine screening for women in
their forties.

In subsequent testimony, Dr. Caroline
noted the concerns of the NIH Consensus
Panel with respect to false positive results.
But as she points out, until technology im-
proves, we must expect false positive read-
ings simply because the whole purpose of
screening is not to miss any opportunity to
identify breast cancer. False negatives are
also a problem. But with new techniques in
development, hopefully these will begin to
diminish in number.

In conclusion, Dr. Caroline finds the avail-
able data sufficient enough to advocate
screening for women in their forties.

Our next witness was Stephen Feig, M.D.,
Director of Breast Imaging and Professor of
Radiology at Jefferson Medical College. Like
other witnesses, Dr. Feig cited the latest
clinical studies which found that current
mammographic techniques should be able to
reduce breast cancer deaths by at least 40
percent. He went on to point out that 20 per-
cent of all breast cancer deaths and 33 per-
cent of all years of life expectancy lost to
breast cancer are due to cancer found in
women in their forties. Not to advise screen-
ing in this age group, he contends, is uncon-
scionable.

The Subcommittee then heard from Daniel
C. Sullivan, M.D., the Chief of Breast Imag-
ing at the Hospital of the University of
Pennsylvania, and a member of the NIH Con-
sensus Panel. Dr. Sullivan was careful to
point out that the Panel’s statement that
has raised so much controversy is only a
draft version. More importantly perhaps, Dr.
Sullivan advocates annual mammography
for women in their forties and emphasized
his hope that the Panel’s final statement
will reflect that position. He went on to un-
derscore the need for more research, as well
as improved access to mammography
through more consistent insurance coverage.

Bonita Falkner, M.D., a Professor of Medi-
cine and Pediatrics at the MCP Hahnemann
School of Medicine at the Allegheny Univer-
sity of the Health Sciences and Acting Direc-
tor of the Institute for Women’s Health
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noted in her testimony that the controversy
over the scientific merit of mammography in
younger women should not confuse the facts
for women 50 and above. She also stated that
all women in their 40s should have access to
a physicians counseling on mammography,
and she found it particularly troubling that
the Panel’s failure to endorse screening has
the potential to lead to a failure on the part
of insurers to pay for the procedure. Dr.
Falkner stated with the increased mortality
rate among minority and disadvantaged
women, particular efforts must be made to
provide access to physician counseling and
breast screening for these women at all ages.

The Committee then heard from Robert C.
Young, M.D. Dr. Young is the President of
the Fox Chase Cancer Center and in his testi-
mony, Dr. Young maintains that for women
under age 40, without other risk factors, the
risk of breast cancer is quite low and there
is no convincing argument for mammog-
raphy screening at all. Where the gray zone
occurs, he notes, is in women between the
ages of 40 and 50, where there is generally a
lower incidence of breast cancer, difficulty
in detecting the disease, and differences in
the biology of the tumors themselves. Be-
cause of these complications, small or short-
term studies fail to yield clear results. In
order to arrive at more definitive results,
larger, long-term trials are required. And as
he points out, trials such as those done in
Sweden have shown small but definite im-
provement in survival rates.

Moreover, Dr. Young made an important
point in his testimony: That guidelines are
just that—guidelines. And in the case of
mammography screening for women in their
forties, even though the benefit may be
small, the risk is minuscule. He contends
that ultimately the solutions will be found
through research that addresses the more
fundamental questions and leads to new
ways to prevent or eliminate this horrible
disease.

The next witness to appear before the Sub-
committee was Ms. Barbara De Luca, the Ex-
ecutive Director of the Linda Creed Breast
Cancer Foundation. Ms. De Luca highlighted
the Consensus Panel’s conclusion that there
is no clear indication that yearly mammo-
grams for women in their forties save lives.
She contends that the Panel’s conclusion
was based on economic reasons, that mam-
mograms cost money. She went on to report
on a small sampling of her Foundation’s
members. The women she surveyed were di-
agnosed with breast cancer in their forties.
While mammograms had failed to discover
their cancer, each of those surveyed felt
strongly that women in their forties, never-
theless, should be encouraged to undergo
screening every year.

Ms. De Luca reported that a mammogram
done seven years ago had failed to identify
her breast cancer, but that since that time
new modes of detection have been developed,
including the MRI and digital mammog-
raphy. She recommended that tools like MRI
should be made more accessible and less ex-
pensive. She urged more research be directed
to finding a blood test or other methods to
turn off cancer cells and arrest the disease.
This, coupled with early detection, can mean
finding an effective cure for breast cancer.

Ms. Lu Ann Cahn, a reporter for WCAU-TV
testified that her experience was similar to
Ms. De Luca, in that her mammogram failed
to detect the cancer. And also like Ms. De
Luca, she was appalled by the Consensus
Panel’s failure to recommend annual mam-
mograms for women in their forties. She
noted that this year 6,000 women in their for-
ties will die of breast cancer, while the NIH
is relaying a confused message that many
women will take to mean they need not
worry.

In a very compelling fashion, Ms. Cahn
concludes that the recommendation of the
consensus panel has given every woman who
wants to avoid mammograms an excuse to do
so.

The Subcommittee once again heard from
Ms. Frances M. Visco, Esq., the President of
the National Breast Cancer Coalition and a
breast cancer survivor. Ms. Visco spoke out
in support of the consensus panel’s findings.
But more importantly she urged that we de-
vote our resources to empowering women to
understand the available information and
discuss it with their physician. She issued a
call to arms of sorts, urging us to focus more
of our resources and energy on convincing
more women in their fifties to be screened
and to support a greater investment in re-
search to find a cure, effective treatment,
and more accurate ways to detect breast
cancer. And she called for a greater commit-
ment to guaranteeing access to quality
health care for all women and their families.

Ms. Visco once again told the Committee,
as she did in Washington, DC on February 5,
1997, that the National Breast Cancer Coali-
tion is recommending $590 million in re-
search dollars at the NIH and $150 million for
the Department of Defense Breast Cancer
Research Program. Ms. Visco stated that
these figures were based on the percentage of
proposals that are scientifically valid, but
are not funded because of the lack of re-
sources.

We then heard from Barbara Mallory,
M.S.N., R.N., who represented the Nurses of
Pennsylvania, an advocacy group for nurses
and patients. Her contention is that every
health professional she knows suspects that
far too much consideration was given to the
financial rather than the human costs asso-
ciated with mammograms.

Her organization has been very active in
this field, drafting legislation ending so-
called drive-through mastectomies. In her
position as a nurse she has encountered
many women, some as young as 33, who have
had breast cancer diagnosed as a result of
self-examinations and mammograms.

Ms. Mallory went on to cite statistics
about Ductal Carcinoma In Situ (DCIS),
where, since the mid-1980s, there has been a
200 percent increase in the number of lesions
detected by mammography. About one-half
of these lesions have been found in women
under age 50. Up to 25 percent will lead to
invasive cancers. While mammography tech-
niques need to be improved, she argues that
ambiguous messages and too much attention
to the financial bottom-line do a great dis-
service to the women of this Country.

Our last witness for the day was Lawrence
Robinson, M.D., M.P.H., the Deputy Commis-
sioner of the Philadelphia Department of
Public Health.

Dr. Robinson told of his strong support for
mammography screening for women between
the ages of 40–49 and stressed this particu-
larly for African American and Hispanic
women. Dr. Robinson reported on a study
done at a health event sponsored by the
Philadelphia Health Department, the Penn-
sylvania National Guard and the Fox Chase
Cancer Center where a mobile mammog-
raphy unit performed 43 mammograms.
Many of the women screened were under 50.
The screening found 6 abnormal readings or
15% of those screened. This result points out
the need to do screening particularly in un-
derserved areas.
FEBRUARY 24, 1997, PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA

The third in a series of special hearings
was convened on February 24th in Pitts-
burgh. I opened the hearing by telling the
witnesses that the more I hear about this
subject, the stronger I feel that the National
Cancer Institute should take whatever steps

are necessary to resolve this issue in favor of
recommending regular mammograms for
women in their forties.

At this hearing, we heard from two panels
of distinguished witnesses, led off by Thomas
S. Chang, M.D., who is Assistant Professor of
Radiology at the University of Pittsburgh
School of Medicine and staff radiologist at
Magee-Women’s Hospital.

Dr. Chang specializes in women’s imaging,
with a significant portion of his practice de-
voted to breast imaging. As an expert in this
field, he reported being disappointed by the
Consensus Panel’s inconclusiveness on this
issue, noting that the Panel did nothing to
clear the confusion that now exists. While
the panel may have concluded that insurers
should pay for mammograms for women who
want one, he is concerned that companies
will interpret the Panel’s overall conclusions
as not requiring them to reimburse the cost
of this procedure. In short, many women—es-
pecially those who are economically dis-
advantaged—will have their minds made up
for them as a result of financial constraints.

Dr. Chang went on to report that breast
cancer is far more common in women in
their forties than some have implied. In 1996,
in fact, there were more breast cancers diag-
nosed in women in their forties (33,400) than
women in their fifties (30,900).

Dr. Chang is convinced that mammography
saves lives and is a medically effective
screening test for women in their forties. He
advises his patients to have regular mammo-
grams once a year, and encouraged the NIH
to make the same recommendation.

Dr. Howard A. Zaren, Director of the
Mercy Breast Center for the Pittsburgh
Mercy Health Systems told the Subcommit-
tee that in 1997, 11,000 new cases and 2,700
deaths from breast cancer will occur in
Pennsylvania. These figures place Penn-
sylvania within the top five states for high-
est incidence and mortality from breast can-
cer. He further stated that almost 20 percent
of all breast cancer deaths, and 34 percent of
all years of life expectancy lost, result from
cancers that are found among women young-
er than the age of 50 years.

Dr. Zaren also stated that epidemiologic
studies show a shift towards diagnosing
breast cancer at earlier stages in women 40–
49, and this is regarded as indirect evidence
of a possible benefit from screening these
women. He also cited the statistics of Dr.
Stephen A. Feig, from Thomas Jefferson Uni-
versity, who had testified before the Sub-
committee in Pittsburgh, that a mortality
reduction of up to 35 percent can be expected
if annual screening mammograms are per-
formed in the 40–49 age group with current
mammographic techniques and two-views
per breast.

Our next witness was Dr. Victor G. Vogel,
Professor of Medicine and Epidemiology and
Director of the Comprehensive Breast Cancer
Program at the University of Pittsburgh
Cancer Institute and Magee-Women’s Hos-
pital. Dr. Vogel told the committee that
mammographic screening holds the promise
of early detection of breast cancer in a cur-
able stage. He also commented on the eight
randomized studies on which the consensus
panel based their recommendation. He stated
that the studies show unequivocally that for
women ages 50 to 59 years, mammography re-
duced the chance of dying from breast cancer
by approximately 30 percent. However, only
one study was designed specifically to inves-
tigate screening in women 40 to 49 and that
study was seriously flawed. However, meta-
analysis from screening studies dem-
onstrates a 24% reduction in breast cancer
mortality attributed to screening when
women in their 40s are compared with
women of the same age who are not screened.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2229March 13, 1997
Dr. Vogel also cited some very interesting

statistics stating that in Pennsylvania there
are nearly 1 million women between the ages
of 40 and 49, and nearly 2,000 will be diag-
nosed with breast cancer this year. Trag-
ically, as many as 1,000 of these women may
die. In his opinion, that number could be re-
duced by approximately 250 deaths if women
between the ages of 40 and 49 were screened
annually with mammography.

Our next witnesses was D. Lawrence
Wickerham, M.D. Associate Chairman and
Director of Operations for the National Sur-
gical Adjuvant Breast and Bowel Project. Dr.
Wickerham stated that his greatest concern
is that the consensus statement not be used
by insurance carriers as a reason to deny
coverage for mammograms. He further stat-
ed that he did not disagree with the consen-
sus statement which directs women to decide
for themselves whether to undergo mammog-
raphy. He felt that in order to make an in-
formed choice, women and their health care
providers need to have the best possible edu-
cational materials to aid them in these deci-
sions. He felt that there is likely to be a slid-
ing scale of benefit for women in their 40’s
and that potential benefits can be assessed
by a woman in consultation with her health
care provider and based on her individual cir-
cumstances.

Diane F. Clayton testified she is a breast
cancer survivor mainly due to early detec-
tion. The ductile carcinoma in-situ was
found during a routine mammogram—she
was 46 years old.

Ms. Clayton questions the NIH consensus
panel’s motives. Was it money driving their
direction? Was it ignorance? Was it politics?
Who could be against preserving extending
the lives of mom, sis, Aunt Mary and grand-
ma? Her hope was the recommendation was
an honest effort that just went bad. She felt
that if it was a mistake then we should
admit it and go forward by doing the right
thing; advice and counsel women in their for-
ties to have routine mammograms.

The Subcommittee then heard from Ms.
Judy Pottgen, a 47 year old woman who was
diagnosed with breast cancer when she was
43. Ms. Pottgen found her breast cancer by
self breast exam. She is passionate about
educating women about self breast exam.
She described a program called ‘‘check it
out’’, a Pittsburgh program sponsored by the
American Cancer Society, Hadassah, and the
Allegheny County Board of Health. The pro-
gram teaches junior and senior high school
girls the proper way to do self breast exam.

Ms. Pottgen summed up her testimony by
telling the Subcommittee that preventive
medicine is a lot cheaper than therapeutic
medicine and that a mammogram is a lot
cheaper than major surgery followed by radi-
ation and chemotherapy. She cited the NIH
recommendation, many years ago, that year-
ly Pap smears were unnecessary and won-
dered how many women missed the oppor-
tunity to have their cervical cancer diag-
nosed at an early stage. She wondered if it
would be the same with mammograms, and
questioned how many women will lose their
breasts or be disfigured or die from this
dreaded disease before NIH realizes the tre-
mendous diagnostic benefit of mammograms.

The next witness was Ms. Yvonne D. Dur-
ham, an African American breast cancer sur-
vivor who found her cancer through self
breast exam. She was 46 years old. She stat-
ed that she was deeply troubled by the Con-
sensus Panel’s decision not to recommend
regular mammogram screening for women
beginning at age 40 and told the Subcommit-
tee that the recommendation sends a confus-
ing message to the public.

Ms. Durham cited statistics based on data
from 1987, that African American women,
age 35–44, had a breast cancer mortality rate

2 times that of white women at the same
age. Yet African Americans, as well as His-
panic Americans, have some of the lowest
mammogram screening rates in the United
States.

Ms. Durham concluded her testimony by
stating that the benefit of mammography far
outweighs any risks associated with this
screening test. She also urged continued sup-
port for research efforts that may offer a
clearer understanding of how breast cancer
disease affects minority populations.

The last witness of the day was Ms. Laurie
S. Moser, the Executive Director of the
Pittsburgh Susan G. Komen Breast Cancer
Foundation Race for the Cure. Ms. Moser
was diagnosed with ductal carcinoma in-situ
in 1987 at the age of 40.

She stated that the Komen Foundation
strongly disagrees with the latest decision
from the NIH Consensus Development Con-
ference on Breast Cancer Screening for
Women Ages 40–49. She also told the Sub-
committee that an estimated 16.5 percent of
new breast cancer cases were women in their
40s. The position of the Foundation is that
the Panel’s position overstated potential
risks and understated the benefits of mam-
mography. The fact is that many consumers
look to the opinion of a body of experts to
interpret data and provide recommendations
which they can weigh as they make deci-
sions. The current Panel statement does
nothing more than confuse the public about
an extremely important issue.

Ms. Moser stated that when the Race for
the Cure began in Pittsburgh in 1993, a
woman died every 11 minutes from breast
cancer. Today, a woman dies every 12 min-
utes. Over 2,000 additional lives are saved
each year with early detection. The goal
should be to add a minute each year in the
hope that more and more women will survive
breast cancer.

Ms. Moser concluded that she hoped Dr.
Klausner and his colleagues at the cancer in-
stitute take a closer look at the conference
recommendation and see to it that women
are given the highest degree of encourage-
ment to get screening earlier, rather than
later.

MARCH 3, 1997, HERSHEY, PENNSYLVANIA

On March 3, I convened a hearing at the
Hershey Medical Center.

The Subcommittee’s first panel consisted
of a distinguished group of physicians from
the local medical centers. Our first witness
was James F. Evans, M.D., Director, of Sur-
gical Oncology and Assistant director of
General Surgery from the Geisinger Clinic.

Dr. Evans, expressing his personal opin-
ions, stated that he had studied the clinical
trial data and if he were to write his own
consensus statement, it would say that the
available data specifically does not warrant
a single guideline recommendation for
women between the ages of 40 and 70 years,
namely annual screening. However, guide-
lines are not recommendations for individual
women. He further stated that we would all
like to have enough data to make specific
recommendations for each individual based
on personal profiles and highly specific reli-
able research data. But that data does not
exist. The best data we have comes from
trials and that data supports a guideline rec-
ommendation for annual screening beginning
at age 40. Clinicians and women themselves
should then use additional but less reliable
data that we have to make decisions for indi-
viduals.

Our next panelist was Mary Simmonds,
M.D., Chief of the Division of Medical Oncol-
ogy for Pinnacle Health Systems in Harris-
burg. Dr. Simmonds stated that she sup-
ported the American Cancer Society rec-
ommendations that women in their 40s

should undergo screening mammography
every one to two years.

Dr. Simmonds also shared with the Com-
mittee a copy of Recommendations for a
Statewide Plan for the Early Detection of
Breast Cancer formulated as a result of de-
liberations of a Pennsylvania Breast Cancer
Awareness Consensus Conference. The rec-
ommendations from this conference were
that (1) mammography saves lives; (2)
women should have a mammogram even if
you don’t have any symptoms; (3) women
should ask their doctor for information
about mammography and for access to mam-
mography (4) follow the American Cancer
Society guidelines for the frequency of mam-
mography and physical examination of the
breast as well as the performance of breast
self examination.

Testifying on behalf of the Hershey Medi-
cal Center was David M. Van Hook M.D., and
Assistant Professor of Radiology and Chief of
Mammography at the medical center. Dr.
Van Hook told the Subcommittee that al-
though an analysis of the combined data
from the seven population-based randomized-
controlled trials, which included over 170,000
women in their 40s, demonstrated a statis-
tically significant benefit in reducing mor-
tality from breast cancer, and data from sev-
eral other studies also support a benefit to
women 40–49. But, the problem seems to be
that thus far there has been no single ran-
domized-controlled trial which has showed
statistically-significant proof of benefit from
mammography screening for women ages 40–
49. Dr. Van Hook further stated that much
more is at stake here than just dollars spent
to save lives and that the decisions regarding
health care intervention which affects our
society should perhaps, involve not only
science, but should also take into account
the willingness of those most affected by
those decisions. To accept some degree of un-
certainly, especially when there is con-
troversy or less than scientific proof of bene-
fit. Dr. Van Hook concluded by saying that
the beneficiaries of breast cancer screening,
those who stand to gain or lose the most
from it, our mothers, wives, and daughters
are willing to do just that.

The Committee then turned to Lois A. An-
derson, Co-Facilitator and Founder of A sur-
viving Breast Cancer Support group and Co-
Captain of York County Pennsylvania Breast
Cancer Coalition. Ms. Anderson expressed
her outrage by the NIH Consensus Con-
ference’s decision on mammography screen-
ing for women 40 to 49.

Ms. Anderson described her own experience
with breast cancer. She was diagnosed when
she was 40 years old. Her mammogram failed
to detect the disease and after some sus-
picious bruising, Ms. Anderson found a lump
while doing a self breast exam. A mastec-
tomy was performed one month later and 5
of 11 lymph nodes were found to be can-
cerous. These findings made her a stage III
breast cancer patient with less than a 40 per-
cent chance of surviving 5 years.

Ms. Anderson said that the incidence of
breast cancer in younger women is increas-
ing and the NIHs decision to NOT rec-
ommend mammograms for women below 50
years of age will certainly cause an increase
in the death rate from breast cancer.

Ms. Anderson presented the Subcommittee
with letters from over 226 women under the
age of 50 who have been diagnosed with Brest
cancer through the use of a mammogram.

Ms. Anderson told the Committee that
while breast cancer is not perfect, it is the
best tool we have for detecting breast cancer
early and that deadly confusion over screen-
ing mammography will result from the NIH’s
decision if these guidelines are not changed.

Next the Subcommittee heard from Ms.
Lorene Knight, a volunteer with the Amer-
ican Cancer Society and a member of the
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Pennsylvania Breast Cancer Coalition. Ms.
Knight is a 54 year old African American
women, and a 7-year breast cancer survivor.
Ms. Knight told the Subcommittee that her
first mammogram was performed at the age
of 36 because of the presence of fibrocystic
tissue and a family history of breast cancer.
Her sister lost her life to the disease at the
age of 43 and her mother is a 5 year breast
cancer survivor.

Ms. Knight stated that she was most dis-
turbed by the findings of the NIH Consensus
Development Conference statement and felt
that their statement would lure entirely too
many women of all races, and in their 40s,
into a false sense of security about the odds
that breast cancer will not likely happen to
them during this decade of their lives.

Citing recent statistics from 4 hospitals in
Lancaster County, Ms. Knight stated that
one hospital, during the 95–96 fiscal year, 105
women underwent breast cancer surgery and
nearly 36% of them were under the age of 50.
At a second hospital, 21 women underwent
breast cancer surgery and 8 of the 21 women
were under the age of 50. She also told the
Subcommittee that as a volunteer with the
American Cancer Society’s Reach to Recov-
ery program, she has yet to visit one recov-
ering breast cancer patient that is African
American. She believes that this is because
not enough African American women are
having early detection procedures. The
breast cancer mortality rate for African
American women increased by 2.6% at a time
when the mortality rate in white women de-
clined by 5.5%.

Ms. Knight concluded that every women, of
every race, in every community should have
access to mammography at age 40 if that is
what she determines to be necessary for her,
dictated by family history, her physician and
her personal health factors.

Our last witness of the day was Represent-
ative Katie True, who represents the 37th
legislative district in Pennsylvania. Ms.
True told the Subcommittee that one of the
weapons that she has chosen to fight breast
cancer is House Bill 134. This bill which has
already passed the House, would provide for
a state income tax checkoff for breast cancer
research. The donation is deducted from the
tax refund and does not constitute a change
against the income tax revenue’s to the
State.

Representative True also stated that the
second weapon used to battle breast cancer
is education. She stated that self breast
exams combined with mammograms can
save many lives. Women still hesitate to
look after themselves first, usually putting
others needs before their own.

Representative True concluded that the
recommendation of the NIH Consensus De-
velopment Conference on Breast Cancer
Screening is irresponsible, and she ques-
tioned the motives behind such a rec-
ommendation—plain and simple—their mes-
sage is wrong and deadly.

MARCH 4, 1997—WASHINGTON, DC

On March 4, 1997, Secretary of Health and
Human Services Donna Shalala appeared be-
fore the Subcommittee on Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education to discuss
the fiscal year 1998 budget.

At that hearing, I took the opportunity to
discuss the NIH Consensus Development Con-
ference recommendations with the Secretary
and asked her to take immediate steps to-
wards encouraging women ages 40–49 to un-
dergo mammogram screening. I told the Sec-
retary that the panel finding that mammo-
grams were not warranted for women in the
age bracket 40 to 49 has caused quite a stir.
And that my own view is that the evidence is
substantial, if not overwhelming, that mam-
mograms are very helpful for women of this

age group, they do save lives, and that there
ought to be a prompt conclusion by HHS to
that effect. When there is a public deter-
mination that mammograms are not war-
ranted for women 40–49, many women are
reading that to mean that a mammogram is
not necessary. I also told the Secretary that
I felt that there is not a sufficient sense of
urgency in the approach that the Depart-
ment is taking with regard to this issue in
allowing another 60 days to pass before a
final judgment is made on this issue. I fur-
ther stated that when it’s a matter of dollars
and cents, and there is no clear scientific
evidence to the contrary, I think the word
ought to come from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services that, notwithstanding
the cost, we’re going to make sure that
mammograms are made available to women
ages 40–49.

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware is recognized.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I thank my

distinguished friend, Senator DOMENICI,
for allowing me to go next. I will limit
my remarks to 5 minutes.

(The remarks of Mr. ROTH pertaining
to the introduction of S. 436 are located
in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements
on Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-
tions.’’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair.
I was pleased to accommodate the

distinguished chairman of the Finance
Committee.

(The remarks of Mr. DOMENICI per-
taining to the introduction of S. 437 are
located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent I be
yielded 10 minutes from the time that
is allocated to the Democratic side
here, under the auspices of Senator
BINGAMAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

THE BUDGET

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, one of the subjects that domi-
nates the landscape these days, of
course, is the budget. How we are going
to function as a society, what are the
priorities, how will we finance these
priorities and at the same time reach
an objective that all of us care about,
and of course that is getting a balanced
budget by the year 2002. Of course, that
is getting a balanced budget by the
year 2002.

The President has presented a budget
to achieve that objective. There are
disputes about how we reach that ob-
jective, where do we cut further, what
is the revenue stream. I, therefore,
Madam President, use this opportunity
to comment on what I see as the lack
of a budget proposal from the Repub-
lican side, from the majority side.

The President has put down a budget.
We have talked about it in the Budget
Committee. I am the ranking Demo-

crat on the Budget Committee. We
have had numerous hearings as we ex-
plored various avenues, various parts
of the equation with proponents and
some opponents trying to dissuade us
from proceeding with the President’s
budget.

On the other hand, we have not seen
anything yet from the Republican side,
the majority side, I point out, Madam
President. They have produced one
piece of budget legislation this year,
but it is not a balanced budget. It is
the notion that we ought to be giving a
big tax break, primarily devoted to the
wealthy in our country. The Repub-
lican tax break will blow a huge hole in
the deficit, even as we struggle to get
down to a zero budget deficit by the
year 2002.

In the first 5 years, the Republican
plan would cost $200 billion. In the next
5 years, these costs would increase 60
percent to $325 billion for a total of $526
billion over the 10-year period. This
chart will help explain exactly where it
is we are going.

It causes a ballooning of the deficit.
We see it from 1997, which is on the
chart projected at $120 billion and ex-
pected to be less by the time we reach
the end of the fiscal year, September
30. It continues to expand. In the year
2002, when we are striving to have a
zero budget deficit, we are at $239 bil-
lion, unless some way is found to pay
for these tax breaks. They are not free.
If we adopt the Republican tax scheme,
we would have to make deeper cuts
someplace. I guess that would have to
come from Medicare, Medicaid, edu-
cation, transportation, crimefighting,
and environmental protection.

These tax breaks are also
backloaded. Their costs explode, as we
can see by the expansion of the deficit,
after the year 2002. And, believe it or
not, these tax breaks are bigger than
those that were originally in the Con-
tract With America, larger than the
tax breaks that were proposed last
year.

This chart is from the Joint Commit-
tee on Taxation. It is now at $200 bil-
lion, expanded to $525 billion. These are
the tax cuts as planned, to $525 billion.
That would be a terrible consequence.
That is in the year 2007.

Finally, the Republican tax breaks
are overwhelmingly tilted toward the
very wealthy. According to one analy-
sis, on average, the Republican tax
scheme would give a tax break each
year of $21,000 for those who make
$645,000 a year, the top 1 percent of the
income earners in our country. But if
you are in the middle 20 percent of our
wage earners and you make $27,000 a
year, you would get $186 worth of tax
relief, 50 cents a day—50 cents a day—
for the average hard-working family.

It borders on insulting to suggest
that someone who makes $645,000 is en-
titled to a tax break of $21,000—I hard-
ly think that those people need any
help—and if you make $27,000, which is
the per capita income of the middle 20
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percent, $186 for the year. It is hard to
comprehend how that is going to help
our society or help hard-working fami-
lies make ends meet, plan for their
child’s education, plan for a roof over
their heads, plan for health care, plan
for helping their parents, the elderly,
achieve the tranquility and the peace
that they need in their older age.
Madam President, this is not a good
way to do business.

We have been down this road before.
The Reagan administration gave us a
tax break for the wealthy, and what
was the result? The deficit exploded. It
is time to get down to serious budget-
ing. It is time to balance the budget.

I urge the Republican leadership, the
good friends that I have on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle who are con-
cerned about balancing a budget, to
produce a budget that does the job. If
the Republican leadership is commit-
ted to their tax scheme, they ought to
put up a budget that reflects it. Show
us how they would pay for it. But we
can’t continuously engage in this dia-
log without, at some point, having to
put up a budget that reflects how they
intend to get us to where they say they
would like to be: Tax breaks for the
wealthy, purportedly investments in
our society to produce jobs, et cetera,
while someone making $27,000 a year is
going to get a $186 tax reduction.

It is not fair, it is not just, it is not
acceptable. The American people won’t
accept it, even though we could be
bowled over by a majority vote. It is an
outrageous scheme for doing things,
the constant refusal to produce any
kind of a response to a Democratic
budget. We in the Democratic Party
are not in charge. The Republicans are
in charge, and if they are in charge,
they ought to take the responsibilities
of leadership. Produce a budget, show
us exactly what you mean. Enough of
this nonsense where they talk about a
tax cut and no one willing to say where
it is going to come from. If we have a
$200 billion extra cost for our society,
where are we going to get the money?

People are worried about their fu-
ture; they are anxious about their jobs.
Yes, there has been good growth in our
economy, but the anxiety factor has
continued to expand because people do
not believe that they have the security
they need for the years ahead.

So, Madam President, I hope that we
will be able to soon get on with our
business, have the budget produced by
the Republican majority, and tell us
how they are going to pay for it.

Let us have an honest debate about
it. Let the American people know what
is going on here and not hide behind a
smokescreen that says, well, we want
to give this huge tax cut but we are not
going to tell you how we are going to
pay for it.

Madam President, I yield the floor.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the

Chair.

Madam President, I come here to
echo the words that I caught of my
predecessor in speaking, and that is
Senator FRANK LAUTENBERG from New
Jersey, who is the ranking Democrat
on the Budget Committee.

I, too, am frustrated. I mean, there
are lots of things to be frustrated
about this year. The pace has been
slow. There are things we should have
been doing. There are distractions
hither and yon.

One thing we should be doing is the
budget. The budget is the statement of
priorities of the Congress, representing
to the American people what needs to
be done in this Nation. The budget, al-
though it comes in a very thick book
and has a very sterile appearance, in
fact is a powerful and humane docu-
ment about what our priorities are. It
is the ultimate statement of what you
believe in.

I do not want to see a Government
furlough, and I do not want to see a
shutdown. I know the Presiding Officer
does not want to see that. The Amer-
ican people certainly do not. In fact, it
had a rather devastating consequence,
far beyond what I thought would be the
case, in States not only close to Wash-
ington, DC, but around the country.

There is another reason I worry, and
that is what we do know about the Re-
publican budget, which to this point
basically is tax cuts. It is not just a
question of tax cuts, but the fact that
the tax cuts are not paid for. There is
no statement or sense or hint of where
the money will come from.

So, first, there is not a budget, and,
second, to the extent there is a budget,
it only relates to tax cuts. The Repub-
lican tax cuts add up to $526 billion
over a 10-year period. They backloaded
it so that, to the public, the more rea-
sonable approach to a tax cut would be
the first part, and then at the end the
tax cut really bulges and the bene-
ficiaries of that really benefit.

What is interesting is that we have
been through this exercise. The Amer-
ican people, and I thought the Repub-
licans themselves, had rejected the
idea that we could do the kinds of tax
cuts that we were talking about and
that we are now talking about, and
that is tax cuts that favor the rich, tax
cuts that do not favor working Amer-
ican families, the American middle
class. Yet here they are back again.

That is frustrating to me. I do not
understand that. I am not being par-
tisan in saying this. I am genuinely
perplexed by it. I am more than per-
plexed, I am annoyed by that. But, first
of all, I am perplexed.

Why this statement of $526 billion?
Incidentally, $526 billion—in the last 4
years of the 10 years, 325 billion of
those dollars flow into the back pock-
ets of those who benefit. So, therefore,
those who benefit and those who do not
is obviously very important. And I will
get to that in a moment.

There is a child tax credit the Repub-
licans have put forward and a child tax
credit the Democrats have put forward.

That is something I feel very, very
positively about, both in terms of Re-
publicans and Democrats—with one ex-
ception.

There was a policy that I helped ad-
vance, along with at that time Gov.
Bill Clinton, on something called the
National Commission on Children and
Families, which I chaired for 4 years.
We put forward the idea of the $1,000
child tax credit. It is put forward really
by both parties to the extent of $500,
but there is a difference.

The Democrats adjust theirs, change
theirs, with inflation. It is very expen-
sive to bring up a child in this country.
People do not think of it that way. You
know, they do not quantify so much
per child. But it costs about $7,000 a
year on average to bring up an individ-
ual child in this country. If you have
four, then it costs $28,000 a year. That
is averaging in from the time that you
are buying Pampers to the time you
are paying college tuition. Obviously,
it is an average, but it is a very expen-
sive average. So it is a very good prop-
osition, the idea of a tax credit, but it
ought to be indexed to inflation. The
Democratic tax cut is. The Republican
tax cut is not.

So, if my colleagues would just listen
for a moment about what the experts
found out about the Republican tax cut
proposals and who gains and who does
not, more than 75 percent of the Repub-
lican tax cuts would go to the top 20
percent of taxpayers. Well, that does
not ring right. And it should not ring
right.

I mean, this is a country which is
constantly—we have all watched, hope-
fully, the public broadcasting thing on
Thomas Jefferson who wrote the Dec-
laration of Independence. In that he
talked about life, liberty, and the pur-
suit of happiness. There was a sense of
equality. People were created to be
equal, to have equal opportunity.

Well, that does not mean that all
people work as hard as others. But does
it mean that if you are in the middle
class and you are a working family,
much less a two-parent working fam-
ily, and you are working very, very
hard and you are working at a job that
pays a lot less money, then should you
be treated substantially differently
than somebody who works hard but
makes a whole lot of money or some-
body who does not work hard and who
makes a whole lot of money through
unearned income? The fact of the mat-
ter is that only 8.6 percent of the bene-
fit of the $526 billion in Republican tax
cuts would go to the bottom 60 percent
of the American people. Let us call it 9
percent. Nine percent of the benefit of
$526 billion would go to 60 percent of
the American people who happen to be
at the bottom of the economic scale,
that is, to the extent that you are
within the 60 percent. It ranges, obvi-
ously.

This means that middle-income
Americans with an average income of
$26,900, which is high cotton in West
Virginia, would get a $186 tax cut from
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the Republican tax package. That is
just the fact. But the top 1 percent of
Americans, myself included, I suppose,
and people whose incomes average
$645,000, would get $21,000—actually
$21,306 in tax cuts.

That is not the American way. That
is not why we are what we are as a
country. I understand that some people
do better than others in life. And I un-
derstand that some people are pro-
pelled, through good fortune or
through exceptional brain power, to be
in a position to make more money.
Often that is a circumstance of birth
and often that is a circumstance of
education, often that is simply a cir-
cumstance of life. And sometimes it is
simply a matter that you really did it
and you deserve it.

But you cannot take something
called the working middle class, people
who work in steel mills, who work in
factories, who work in grocery stores
but who work all the time and work
every day and pay taxes, and for whom
every $10 or $100 is important, and say
to them, ‘‘You don’t count.’’ You do
not do that in a budget. We do not do
that, at least in a Democratic budget.

So, Madam President, I appreciate
your courtesy in listening to these
short pronouncements on my part. But
I think the budget process should
begin. I think we should take the crazy
idea of trying to cut $526 billion of
taxes, much less figure out how to pay
for it, take it and sort of lay it outside
the door and let it rest there for time
immemorial. In the meantime, let us
do a budget.

I thank the Presiding Officer.
I yield the floor and suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

LITHUANIA
Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I

rise to speak this morning on an issue
of great importance to American for-
eign policy and to the future of Europe.

This week, on March 11, Lithuanians
and Lithuanian-Americans celebrated
the seventh anniversary of the restora-
tion of independence from Russia. Lith-
uania, for those who are not familiar,
is a country of fewer than 4 million
people. It is smaller than the State of
South Carolina, and it is located be-
tween Belarus and the Baltic Sea. His-
torically, it has been the neighbor,
sometimes friendly and sometimes not,
of Russia and the Soviet Union. It is a
nation that has had to struggle time
and again for its freedom. Today, it is
struggling to recover from the devasta-
tion of a half-century of Soviet occupa-
tion.

The history of this little country is
very interesting. During the middle

ages, it was one of Europe’s most pow-
erful countries. In the 15th century, it
was combined with Poland to create a
new kingdom. In the late 18th century,
when Poland was partitioned, Lithua-
nia was divided between Russia and
Prussia. The czars tried to Russify
Lithuania during the 19th century, but
their attempts to destroy Lithuanian
culture gave rise to a Lithuanian na-
tionalist movement supported by the
Catholic Church. Ironically, it was this
effort by the czars to Russify Lithua-
nia which resulted in my being on the
floor of the Senate today, because
these efforts by the Russians led my
mother’s family to pick her up as a
small girl and emigrate from Lithuania
to the United States. They came here
to preserve their Lithuanian culture,
their Roman Catholic religion, and, of
course, for the economic opportunity
that the United States offered.

In February 1918, Lithuania finally
declared its independence from Russia.
But, of course, World War II took its
toll.

In 1940, as a result of the Hitler-Sta-
lin nonaggression pact, known as the
Molotov-Ribbentrop agreement, Lith-
uania was taken over by the Soviet
Union. In 1941, Hitler invaded Lithua-
nia. After World War II, Stalin resumed
his brutal repression and Sovietization
of Lithuania, forbidding democratic in-
stitutions and subjugating the church.
Countless thousands of Lithuanians
gave their lives during the war and
were then subjected to the Stalinist re-
gime and deportation to Siberia.

But the Lithuanian national move-
ment would not die, and it rose again
as the Soviet Union crumbled. Of the
many things which I have been fortu-
nate enough to witness in my lifetime,
one of the most memorable was the
restoration of Lithuania’s independ-
ence. On February 24, 1990, while still
occupied by the Soviet Union, Lithua-
nia held free elections to the Lithua-
nian Supreme Soviet. I was there on
the day of the election, as part of a del-
egation sent by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives. The best ef-
forts of the Soviets to keep us out of
the country were not successful. The
Lithuanian Reform Movement, called
Sajudis, won the elections. Keep in
mind, this tiny country was still con-
sidered by the Soviets to be part of the
Soviet Union.

On March 11, 1990, Lithuania declared
the restoration of complete independ-
ence from the Soviet Union. In Janu-
ary, 1991, the Soviets struck back. A
Soviet coup was attempted in Lithua-
nia, leaving 13 Lithuanian civilians
dead.

After the failed August coup in Mos-
cow, the United States recognized the
Lithuanian Government on September
2, 1991.

Since the restoration of independ-
ence, Lithuania and the other inde-
pendent Baltic countries, Latvia and
Estonia, have held numerous free elec-
tions. In Lithuania’s case, there have
been three—in October 1992, February
1993, and October 1996.

If you look at the relationship be-
tween Lithuania and the United
States, it is one of mutual cooperation
and support. The United States recog-
nized Lithuania as an independent
country in 1922 and never recognized
the annexation of Lithuania by the So-
viet Union as a result of the Molotov-
Ribbentrop agreement.

During the years of the Soviet occu-
pation of Eastern and Central Europe,
the Senate and the House continued to
pass resolutions and proclamations
commemorating Captive Nations
Week, and asking Americans across the
country to join us in recognizing the
fundamental freedom and independence
of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia.

In 1991, the United States recognized
the Lithuanian Government, free of So-
viet domination. And the United States
continued to play a very important
role because, even after Lithuania had
restored its independence, there were
70,000 Soviet troops still on Lithuanian
soil. President Clinton deserves credit
for working very hard, through diplo-
matic channels, for the removal of
those troops. When the troops finally
left in August 1993, due to the Presi-
dent’s good efforts, once and for all,
the Lithuanians were free of occupa-
tion troops.

Today, however, we are debating the
next chapter, and an important one in
the history of Lithuania, Latvia, Esto-
nia, and modern Europe. We are debat-
ing the enlargement of NATO, and the
question of how much of a say Russia
should have in this process. This sum-
mer, in Madrid, Spain, the members of
the NATO alliance will gather together
to consider whether new members will
be allowed to join the alliance.

All of us are aware of the important
role that NATO played after World War
II. NATO was the bulwark of Western
democracy against the expansion of
communism. The allies who came to-
gether in that alliance not only were
setting out to protect themselves but
to establish commonality in terms of
values and culture—a commitment to
democracy, a commitment to free mar-
kets. The NATO alliance has been suc-
cessful. The Berlin Wall came down.
The cold war came to an end.

Now we are talking about a new
NATO alliance, and asking ourselves
what this NATO alliance would bring
to the world. Certainly more than de-
fense, because I do not think that is
the paramount concern to Europe. It
would be, in the words of Secretary
Albright, an effort to ‘‘gain new allies
who are eager and increasingly able to
contribute to our common agenda for
security, from fighting terrorism and
weapons proliferation to ensuring sta-
bility.’’

The reason I have come to the floor
today is to speak about the situation
in Lithuania and the challenge we face
on the question of NATO membership.
It is said that Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic are likely to be in-
vited to join NATO. I fully support
that. My visit to Poland, I can tell you,
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was dominated by discussion about the
future of NATO and whether Poland
would be a part of it after all that Po-
land has suffered in the war and since.
It is only right that this great nation
be brought into an alliance with NATO.
I fully support that. Nor do I object at
all to Hungary and the Czech Republic
being considered.

What gives me pause, though, is the
fact that there has been little mention
by the United States or NATO allies
about including the Baltic countries—
Estonia, Latvia, and particularly Lith-
uania.

I hope those who are considering this
issue will pause for a moment and re-
flect on the importance of NATO mem-
bership to these small countries. I hope
also that they will join me in asking
this administration to think anew
about the issue of membership in
NATO for the Baltic countries.

The Baltic countries, meanwhile,
wonder about our intentions, and they
worry that Russia will misinterpret
our hesitation to include their coun-
tries in the NATO alliance as a signal
that we still see the Baltics in some
sort of ‘‘gray zone.’’ I can tell you this:
the people in Lithuania, Latvia, and
Estonia do not consider themselves in
a ‘‘gray zone.’’ They want to be a part
of modern Europe.

There are some who say that includ-
ing the Baltic countries in NATO
might inflame the ultra-nationalists in
Russia and destabilize the Yeltsin gov-
ernment. I think we should listen to
leaders of the Baltics who have had
some experience, in fact, more experi-
ence, close at hand, than the United
States in dealing with the Russians.
They know that any ambiguity in U.S.
policy only emboldens the radicals in
Russia. They know that if we are firm
and fair, Russia will accept NATO en-
largement. We should be mindful of
Russian views but not fearful of their
reaction.

The Baltics, you see, are very fragile.
This map may not be easy to see, but I
would like to point out a few things of
importance.

This tiny little yellow area here is
still part of Russia. It is known as
Kaliningrad. The Russians have held on
to it even though, as you can see, it is
detached from Russia. It is, of course, a
port on the Baltic Sea. But, even more
importantly, it is a major military in-
stallation for the Russians. The Rus-
sians have 40,000 troops in Kaliningrad
today, and they frequently traverse Po-
land, Belarus, and Lithuania with ma-
terials and troops going to and from
Kaliningrad.

Then, next to Lithuania you will see
this former Soviet Republic, now an
independent state, Belarus. There are
60,000 troops in Belarus, backed up by
Russian troops.

So here on its west, directly south
and west of Lithuania, there are 40,000
Russian troops, and immediately to its
east at least 60,000 troops. While this is
happening, Lithuania has a very tiny
defense force. It wouldn’t even be char-

acterized as an army by most modern
definitions. Naturally, Lithuania is
concerned about its own security.

The three Baltic States came to-
gether to talk about common defense.
They want to make certain that they
maintain their independence regardless
of the whims of history. They are not
seeking to expand their territory. They
are looking for peaceful development
and only defensive capacity. They are
making reforms within their militaries
and within their countries to be ready
to join NATO. They have provided
troops for NATO-led operations in
Bosnia.

Let me tell you one brief story that
I think is illustrative of the commit-
ment of Lithuania to becoming a via-
ble partner in NATO.

When President Clinton and the
United States decided to move forward
to stop the genocide that was occurring
in Bosnia, we created what is known as
the IFOR group. These were armies
from allied countries coming together
to try to bring peace to the Balkans, a
daunting task that has challenged gen-
erations, if not centuries, of those who
live in the region. The tiny country of
Lithuania, with 3.7 million people,
which has a very, very small army,
made an IFOR commitment, sending a
small group to be part of this effort.
Sadly, one of the casualties in Bosnia,
as the result of a landmine, was a Lith-
uanian soldier who literally gave his
life as part of this peacekeeping effort
in Europe. A curious thing happened
after that tragedy, because the Lithua-
nian Parliament then had to vote al-
most immediately on whether to send
more troops to IFOR.

Think about it for a moment. What
would that have meant in the Senate of
the United States or the House of Rep-
resentatives if our country had lost
proportionately as many as Lithuania
had lost in this effort, and we had to
then debate whether to expand the
force that we had sent in? It would
have been tough. Some would have
said, ‘‘Wait a minute; if it means loss
of life and bloodshed, perhaps we
should think it over.’’

But the Lithuanian Parliament un-
derstood Lithuania’s commitment and
voted, even after the loss of this sol-
dier’s life, to expand its commitment
to IFOR—to send even more troops
into the area to cooperate with the
United States and all of the NATO al-
lies as part of IFOR. I think that says
a lot about whether Lithuania wants to
be a part of the future of the free
world.

The Baltics have also welcomed the
placement in their countries of what is
called the Regional Airspace Initiative,
which is going to increase NATO’s se-
curity and be located on Baltic soil.
They want to make sure that the Bal-
tics are integrated, through this de-
fense capacity, into all of modern Eu-
rope. All three of the Baltic countries
have joined the Council of Europe, and
all three formally have applied for
membership in the European Union,

which is important for the prosperity
of that region.

So now we come to the point where
we have to ask the hard question about
whether or not Lithuania and the other
Baltic countries should be members of
NATO. I firmly believe they should be.
I think the United States should make
a clear and unequivocal commitment
to Lithuania, to Latvia and to Estonia
that they will be part of NATO, and
welcome them into this new Europe, a
Europe which brings together East and
West finally in a combined, peaceful
strategy and alliance.

I am troubled by the fact that we
have been at best ambivalent on this
issue. Our official spokesmen in the
State Department, the Department of
Defense and other channels have been
careful not to mention the Baltic coun-
tries. One of our leaders in Government
has said that, ‘‘Well, we don’t want to
make the Russians too nervous. You
know they are fearful of encircle-
ment.’’

If you visited Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania today, you would be hard
pressed to suggest that any of these
countries have any type of motive to
expand their territory or to in any way
jeopardize the future of Russia. Yet a
country like Lithuania, with 40,000
Russian troops in Kaliningrad and
60,000 troops in Belarus, can very well
feel threatened by the current situa-
tion.

During my visit to Lithuania and Po-
land a few weeks ago, I met with many
representatives of government from
every political party. And I can tell
you, Madam President, that this issue
cuts clearly across party lines—con-
servatives, liberals, right and left and
center. Those who were formerly mem-
bers of the Communist Party and now
a part of democratic efforts in these
countries all believe the same thing.
NATO is the key to the future.

I think the United States can be
proud of the fact that it stood with the
Baltic countries during those dark
days after World War II, when they
were forced into the Soviet Union and
became, unwittingly and unwillingly,
republics that were part of the Soviet
Union. We said in the United States
that we would never accept that. We
viewed them as freedom-loving people.
I was proud of that, proud as a Lithua-
nian-American whose mother was born
in a small village in the southwest part
of Lithuania, proud that we stood by
them during 50 years of Soviet occupa-
tion. Then the moment came for their
freedom, a moment that was marked
with bloodshed. I regretted the fact
that the United States wasn’t the first
in line to recognize their independence.
In fact, 32 other nations in the world
came forward to recognize a free and
democratic Lithuania before the Unit-
ed States did. I am sorry that we were
33d, but I am glad that we did it. I am
glad that we reaffirmed our commit-
ment to the Baltic countries.

During the course of my visit to
Vilnius, the Capital of Lithuania, I vis-
ited a cemetery with a monument
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known as the Pieta. It is a monument
to those who gave their lives during
this recent struggle for independence
in Lithuania. I was struck by the fact,
as I walked along the gravestones of
those martyrs to freedom in Lithuania,
how many of them were teenagers, or
in their early 20’s, who lost their lives
in the hope that Lithuania would be
free. Many of them in their lifetimes
had never known anything but Soviet
domination, Communist domination, a
domination where the Soviets tried to
Russify the Lithuanian language, take
away Lithuanian culture and tradi-
tions, close down Catholic churches
and literally close down the press.
They saw that.

I saw as well, when I visited, in
Kaunas, the archbishop, His Excellency
Sigitas Tamkevicius, who is considered
a saint, having spent many years in a
Soviet prison for the audacity of pub-
lishing an underground journal, how
much this country has been through,
how much it has suffered. It is not un-
reasonable for us as leaders of democ-
racy and freedom in the world to un-
derstand why Lithuania, Latvia, and
Estonia want to be part of our peace-
loving and democratic alliance.

I sincerely hope that the United
States, starting first with the meeting
between the President and President
Yeltsin in Helsinki this coming week,
and then again in Madrid this coming
summer, will really try to show the
initiative, to broach this discussion
about Lithuania and the Baltic coun-
tries becoming part of the NATO alli-
ance. I think it is important for us to
say unequivocally that this will happen
and we are committed to it, and to say
as well, now let us discuss with these
countries and with Russia when this
will occur and how this will occur.

It should be a transparent process.
By that I mean we should say to the
Russians this is clearly defensive in na-
ture. These tiny countries are only
looking for the assurance that they
will have freedom and great oppor-
tunity in the future.

I will close, Madam President, by
saying that one of the more memorable
moments in my trip to Lithuania was
on Independence Day, on February 16,
when on Sunday I stood in the square
in front of the parliament in Vilnius
and saw the people gathered singing
the Lithuanian national anthem and
then went to the cathedral for a Mass
celebrated by the Cardinal of Lithua-
nia. At the end of this Mass they once
again sang the Lithuanian national an-
them, and then closed with a Catholic
hymn entitled ‘‘Maria, Maria.’’ My
brother and I were standing there and
looked around and saw men and women
with tears rolling down their cheeks.
This was the hymn that the Lithua-
nians turned to in their churches many
times in clandestine masses to give
them hope that they could survive the
occupation by the Russians, the occu-
pation by the Nazis, the occupation by
the Soviets. These men and women
have suffered so much in the name of

freedom and independence, and now
they are asking us today as leaders in
the free world to invite them into this
family of freedom-loving and peace-lov-
ing nations.

I hope I can prevail on my colleagues
in the Senate to join with me in en-
couraging the United States to include
the Baltic countries, as well as Poland,
the Czech Republic, Hungary, and all
the other countries that are genuinely
interested in becoming peace-loving
partners in NATO. I think that will
continue the great legacy that really
defines America.

We are not out to conquer territory.
We have defied history by being the
conquerors in World War II and lit-
erally working as hard as we could to
rebuild the vanquished, and now we
have again the chance to say as we em-
bark on this 21st century that this
NATO alliance will guarantee that a
new Europe, East and West together,
will be a peaceful Europe for decades to
come.

I thank the Chair.
I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ENZI). The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

MIXED SIGNALS ON ISRAELI
SETTLEMENTS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I was dis-
appointed to note that the United
States, alone among its allies on the
United Nations Security Council, ve-
toed a proposed resolution urging Is-
rael to abandon its plans to build hous-
ing for Israeli settlers in East Jerusa-
lem. This housing initiative, which was
reported last week to have been pushed
by the right wing of Prime Minister
Netanyahu’s party, threw a cold towel
on the peace process that had been so
painfully promoted through U.S. inter-
mediation.

Indeed, the President and the Sec-
retary of State, Ms. Albright, both cor-
rectly criticized Israel’s position on
this issue. It is unfortunate that the
President felt compelled to mix that
clear signal of American displeasure
with an American veto of essentially
the same policy position, expressed in a
United Nations Security Council reso-
lution. American policy on this very
important matter needs more consist-
ency if the United States intends to
maximize its influence and leadership
on the peace process between Israel and
the Palestinians. It is unfortunate that
the message of displeasure has been di-
luted, because that softening risks
emboldening the hard-liners in Israel
who act as if they do not want that
process to succeed.

I believe that the policy of the ad-
ministration rightly remains opposed
to the recently announced settlement

initiative by the Israeli government,
and I spoke out on the floor a few days
ago in support of that position. It does
not seem logically consistent that a
Security Council resolution essentially
expressing the same disapproval could
in any way itself ‘‘jeopardize efforts to
keep the peace process moving’’, as was
reported by the Washington Post on
March 8, 1997. Strong leadership on this
matter requires sustained consistency
in all foras, both national and inter-
national regarding American policy,
and I hope that there will be further
opportunities to make our very correct
position in opposition to this new hous-
ing initiative abundantly clear.

The Israeli leader stands at a pivotal
point in the Middle East. The peace
process is clearly very fragile, and
great efforts are needed on a sustained
basis by all the parties, not some of the
parties, for it to succeed. The alarming
exchange of letters between King Hus-
sein and Prime Minister Netanyahu,
released publicly yesterday reveals the
damage that the Israeli housing initia-
tive is causing. Neither the U.S., not
the Palestenians, nor the Israeli people
should passively allow the Israeli right
wing to sabotage this process anytime
it decides it has gone far enough for
their taste. I congratulate the Presi-
dent for sending an American envoy to
meet in Gaza with Mr. Arafat on the
overall situation.

I make an urgent plea to Prime Min-
ister Netanyahu to look history in the
face and to take a bold step and reverse
his decision on the housing matter, re-
gardless of the merits of the initiative
in his mind from a narrow geographical
perspective. This decision has become
the central indicator of his govern-
ment’s commitment to peace in the
Middle East. It is clear that, regardless
of any merits which may attach to the
housing decision, it is causing grave
damage to the peace process which our
governments have worked so painfully
to engender. Therefore, I urge the Is-
raeli Prime Minister to reverse that
decision. This would certainly require
considerable personal courage and po-
litical difficulty on his part, but it
would mark him as a true leader at a
time when such leadership is des-
perately needed. He alone is in the po-
sition to make a crucial change in the
present explosive atmosphere. The
process of peace in the Middle East has
reached a vital juncture, and its future
is highly dependent on the action he
takes now.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Jersey.

f

THE DECISION TO CERTIFY
MEXICO

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, the
decision by the administration to cer-
tify Mexico as an ally in the fight
against narcotics raises a broader
issue. In my judgment, it is time to
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reach several difficult but obvious con-
clusions about United States policy to-
ward Mexico and our bilateral rela-
tions. Indeed, perhaps, if there was a
contribution offered by the unfortu-
nate decision to certify Mexico in the
war against narcotraffickers, it is the
growing sense in the United States of
the need for a moment of honest reflec-
tion about Mexican-American rela-
tions. In short, it is time to simply tell
the truth about Mexico.

Mexican-American policy in these
years has been based, in my judgment,
on three broad deceptions, deceptions
not only of ourselves but, perhaps more
importantly, of the Mexican people
themselves. Deceptions which I recog-
nize have been made, sometimes, with
the best of intentions. The United
States has understood that some his-
toric injustices create particular sen-
sitivities in Mexico. There is always
the need to account for nationalist
pride and the obvious concern of inter-
nal interference. But not telling the
truth to our own people, or to the peo-
ple of Mexico, allows the Mexican peo-
ple to avoid dealing with the realities
of their own country. This conspiracy
of silence about the realities in Mexico
prevents the United States from con-
structing real policies to defend our
own interests, and hampers our ability
to work with Mexico in protecting its
own interests.

These three deceptions are, in my
judgment, convincing the American
people that Mexico is, in fact, making
the transition to a vibrant democracy;
that Mexico has a genuinely free econ-
omy; and, finally, that Mexico is, in-
deed, participating in waging a war on
narcotics. I believe that an analysis of
these assumptions will establish that
none of them are true.

First is the question of the Mexican
economy. In 1993, in an effort to sup-
port the North American Free-Trade
Agreement, the American people were
told that if only Mexico had access to
the American market, then Mexico
would complete its historic transition
to a free and open economy. I under-
stood the reasons to support NAFTA. A
free-trade agreement for North Amer-
ica makes sense. But a condition prece-
dent of a North American Free-Trade
Agreement is that each of the partici-
pants genuinely has a free and an open
economy. Therefore, this Congress
could not have affirmatively accepted
the treaty without being convinced
that Mexico, like Canada and the Unit-
ed States, would accept the rules of a
market economy.

The simple reality is that in 1997, de-
spite assurances to the contrary, Mex-
ico retains strong elements of a cen-
trally directed economy, officially con-
trolled and unofficially corrupt. The
most important elements of the Mexi-
can economy are either under state
sponsorship or government control, in-
cluding banking, finance, and petro-
leum. The result has been, predictably,
anemic growth which stimulates in-
creased migration and denys the Mexi-
can people real economic opportunity.

Last year, 1.2 million young Mexi-
cans attempted to join the national
work force, only to find employment
available for a fraction of those seek-
ing work. Since the 1980’s, irregular or
low levels of growth in the economy
have been the exception in the region.
Throughout that decade, annual
growth in Mexico, the GNP, averaged 1
percent. In some years in the 1990’s it
grew, but the results were uneven for
the people themselves.

The reasons are clear. It is not
enough for the national leadership to
declare Mexico a free economy. Making
pledges to the United States in order to
get access to NAFTA accomplishes
nothing if the fundamentals of a free
economy are not established. Most ob-
vious is the need to allow the develop-
ment of a free trade union movement.
But, indeed, Mexico will conclude the
20th century as one of the last nations
in our hemisphere to still not permit
the development of independent trade
unions.

The results are declining real wages
of a magnitude of 70 percent in the last
20 years, a minimum wage which de-
creased by 13 percent in 1995 and fell by
an additional 11 percent in 1996.

A free economy means a free market
for labor. Real competition requires
that people can engage in collective
bargaining. Similarly frustrating to
the development of a free economy in
Mexico has been the failure to pri-
vatize important sectors of the econ-
omy. In September of 1995, the Mexican
Government announced the sale of 61
petrochemical plants that would be
open to the free economy and to for-
eign investment. It was an attractive
response to the promise of NAFTA. On
October 13, 1996, the Mexican Govern-
ment reversed its policy and has main-
tained Government control over this
vital center of the Mexican economy.

As a result of this failure to permit
the free exchange of labor, foreign in-
vestment, and privatization, Mexico is
one of the few countries in the world
where, because of declining wages, life
expectancy has leveled off and may ac-
tually be declining.

The Mexican peso, because of a fail-
ure to adequately control both debts
and the currency, literally collapsed in
1994, requiring $40 billion of external fi-
nancing from the United States and
other international institutions. And
in 1997, the international community
faces the same prospect, because the
peso is, again, overvalued and, again,
facing downward pressure.

The first simple truth, therefore, is
we need to be honest with ourselves,
investors, and the Mexican people. The
promise of establishing a free market
in Mexico, the ending of state-spon-
sored industries, has not been kept.
Words do not suffice. The promises
mean nothing. Mexico remains a state-
controlled and directed economy where
market forces are not allowed to oper-
ate. And for whatever price that may
hold for American investors, or Mexi-
co’s new trade partners in NAFTA, the

price is principally borne by the Mexi-
can people themselves, who, despite
their labors and their sacrifices and
their desire to free their economy, are
on a downward spiral of opportunity
and living standards.

The second truth concerns the prom-
ise of democracy in Mexico. For 7 dec-
ades, the Mexican people have been vic-
timized by a one-party authoritarian
state. It is self-perpetuating and it is
not a democracy under any contem-
porary definition. Successive Mexican
administrations choose the next gov-
ernment. Power has been maintained
through corruption and outright elec-
toral theft. As recently as 1988, Mexi-
co’s ruling PRI party had to resort to
outright fraud to guarantee the elec-
tion of President Carlos Salinas. In
1994, the leading presidential candidate
was assassinated, with credible allega-
tions that elements of his own party
conspired in the assassination because
of his opposition to electoral reforms
that might have fulfilled elements of
the promise of democracy.

The level of corruption and denial of
democratic freedoms has not involved
simply the presidency, but almost
every level of government. This in-
cludes disputed state elections
throughout the 1980’s and during this
decade. In at least four recent guber-
natorial elections the opposition PAN
party ultimately took control or dem-
onstrated a strong presence because of
court challenges and public opposition.

In 1996, despite promises of electoral
reform, the PRI majority in the Mexi-
can Congress placed restrictions on
electoral procedures and public financ-
ing that greatly restricted the ability
of opposition parties to participate in,
and have a chance of succeeding in,
Mexican elections.

Promises of electoral reform in Mex-
ico have simply not been realized. Ac-
cess to the media, public finance, and
control of government institutions to
the advantage of the ruling party have
all gone without change. Despite public
protests and international challenges
which have resulted in some successes
in state gubernatorial elections, the
simple truth is the 20th century will
end without Mexico having experienced
the peaceful transfer of power from the
ruling party to the opposition. That,
Mr. President, is a contradiction of any
claim that Mexico is operating under
contemporary standards of democratic
elections.

Mexico has not been alone in having
difficulty making the transition from
one-party government to a competitive
pluralist system. What makes Mexico
different is that, unlike in Japan or
Italy which had similar monopolies on
power in the postwar period, but whose
governments bore American encour-
agement and sometimes criticism,
there has been a conspiracy of silence
about the realities of Mexican politics
and its economy.

Those who remain silent or fail to in-
form our people or the Mexican people
of the truth of their national experi-
ence bear responsibility.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2236 March 13, 1997
There are, indeed, many victims of

the realities of Mexican politics. The
failure to democratize has caused just
as much suffering as the loss of eco-
nomic opportunity. Suffering which
forces thousands of Mexicans to mi-
grate or live with the downward spiral
of the Mexican economy.

In 1996, Amnesty International’s an-
nual report accused Mexican security
forces of outright human rights abuses
including the murder and torture of
leftist rebels. They also uncovered the
use of torture, and the many disappear-
ances which have occurred throughout
the areas of conflict. The Mexican
media are no less a target. Journalists
have been intimidated, abducted, and
even killed, with cases as late as 1995
still unresolved.

Public financing of the media, the
corruption of journalists, and the mo-
nopoly of government power still dis-
torts the view of the Mexican people
about their own country and its prob-
lems, with predictable results. The
Mexican people are unable to express
themselves equally through the media,
and are unable to gain control of their
own lives through the electoral system.
They face a declining standard of liv-
ing because of the monopoly of govern-
ment power in the economy, and are
tragically, but predictably, now in-
volved in guerrilla operations in fully
eight of Mexico’s states.

Third and finally, Mr. President, is
the truth about narcotrafficking in
Mexico. Not only is it true that the
Mexican people are paying an extraor-
dinary price for the failure to develop a
genuine market economy, and demo-
cratic institutions, but they, together
with the American people, are paying
an enormous price for the failure to
control or even cooperate in control-
ling illegal drugs.

The administration has been asked a
simple question: Is, or is not Mexico an
ally in the fight against
narcotrafficking? The administration
has answered by explaining that we
have to consider the past difficulties in
Mexican-American history. They have
responded that Mexico is an increasing
source of American investment. Those,
Mr. President, were not the questions.

The question is this: Is, or is not
Mexico cooperating? The simple truth
is that the highest levels of the Mexi-
can Government have been corrupted
and are, at a minimum, working at
cross-purposes with the U.S. Govern-
ment in controlling the flow of narcot-
ics.

Indeed, the administration’s own re-
ports conclude that fully two-thirds of
all of the cocaine entering the United
States is being transshipped through
Mexico. The State Department has
concluded that Mexico is now the most
important location in the Western
Hemisphere for the laundering of nar-
cotics funds.

On March 1, we learned that General
Gutierrez, the drug czar of Mexico, was
himself arrested for complicity and
conspiracy with drug traffickers.

Mr. President, the decision to certify
Mexico as an ally in the war against
narcotics was a decision to protect the
Mexican Government from criticism. It
was the wrong decision. The simple
truth is that every day, in every way,
Mexican officials are permitting the
transshipment of narcotics to our
country. New laws to stop the launder-
ing of funds in Mexican banks have not
been enforced. Not a single Mexican
bank has had to alter its operations to
comply with new legislation.

Of the 1,250 police officers dismissed
for corruption because of narcotics in
Mexico, not a single officer has been
prosecuted.

Despite 52 outstanding extradition
requests to send corrupt officials to the
United States, not one has been com-
plied with. Indeed, not a single Mexi-
can national has been extradited to the
United States because of drug-related
charges.

Most discouraging of all, the head of
the DEA, Thomas Constantine, con-
cluded before this Congress:

There is not one single law enforcement in-
stitution in Mexico with whom the DEA has
an entirely trusting relationship.

Mr. President, there were times dur-
ing the cold war, indeed times during
moments of national peril when the
United States needed to compromise an
honest look at the world because of is-
sues of national security. The end of
the cold war has ended that time.

We need to honestly assess our rela-
tionship with Mexico. We need to tell
the American people the truth about
the state of Mexican democracy, its
economy, and its fight against narco-
trafficking. Change will never come
without the truth. Ending the certifi-
cation process will begin that national
debate in this Chamber.

I urge the Senate to reject the ad-
ministration’s conclusion, which can-
not be borne out by the facts. Let us
tell the truth about Mexico.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.
f

ELDERLY IMMIGRANTS AT RISK
OF LOSING SSI

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we
have received early reports from the
Social Security Administration large
numbers of of elderly legal immigrants
who will lose their SSI benefits under
the new welfare law unless Congress
acts to help them.

In Social Security field offices across
the country, the same reports are being
heard. Elderly immigrants come into
the field offices after receiving a notice
that their SSI benefits will be termi-
nated unless the immigrants can prove
U.S. citizenship. Many of these immi-
grants are citizens, but they cannot re-
member where they stored their natu-
ralization certificate. Most are very
old and often infirm. Sometimes they
are too infirm to remember whether
they were naturalized or not.

For example, two elderly women,
both over 90 years old, were senile, and

confined to a convalescent home. They
sought help from SSA after receiving
the notice that their SSI payments
would be terminated. Both women say
they were born in the United States,
but they cannot prove their citizen-
ship.

Another woman, born in Ireland over
80 years ago, came to the US when she
was 2. Her parents were naturalized,
but she has no proof that she was. She
has never left the United States, and
believes she is a citizen, but she has no
way to prove it.

The Social Security office in New
York City reports that a woman’s 85-
year-old daughter came to inquire
about her 105-year-old mother’s termi-
nation notice. She stated that her
mother was born in New York City, but
has no birth certificate. Her mother
has been receiving SSI benefits since
1976. The only way to find a record of
her birth is to search the New York
City birth records from 105 years ago.
No one knows if the birth was even re-
corded.

These are just a few stories of the
hundreds coming into Social Security
offices since the termination notices
were mailed a few weeks ago. Several
recent news articles have reported sto-
ries of legal immigrants about to lose
their benefits. I ask unanimous consent
that these stories may be placed in the
RECORD following my statement. Un-
less Congress intervenes, the con-
sequences of the welfare bill will be too
harsh.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Des Moines Register, Mar. 3, 1997]

OVERWHELMED BY OVERHAUL

(By Shirley Salemy)
Israel and Faina Staroselsky are snared in

the intricacies of the new welfare overhaul
law.

The couple, both 68, fled anti-Semitism in
Ukraine five years ago. They applied to be-
come naturalized U.S. citizens seven months
ago. They’re still waiting, they say.

And if they don’t get citizenship soon,
they’ll lose their Supplementary Security
Income.

‘‘We got this letter,’’ said Israel
Staroselsky, pointing to a memo from the
Social Security Administration. ‘‘If we are
not able to prove our American citizenship
by May, we will lose all sources of life.’’

If the federal welfare overhaul is a gigantic
jigsaw puzzle, the pieces that shape assist-
ance to poor, elderly and disabled legal im-
migrants may be the most intricate—the
ones that remain on the card table the long-
est.

The rules are complicated, and people like
the Staroselskys aren’t the only ones con-
fused. Lawmakers are, too.

A DRAMATIC CHANGE

‘‘Generally, I think the Legislature is real
confused’’ about the ins and outs of the law,
said Sen. Maggie Tinsman, R-Bettendorf and
co-chairwoman of the joint human services
appropriations subcommittee.

‘‘It’s always confusing when the law
changes,’’ Tinsman said. ‘‘This is a dramatic
change. And people always think the worst.’’

Generally, the new law prohibits non-citi-
zens who are not new refugees, U.S. military
veterans or have not worked and paid taxes
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in America for at least 10 years from getting
most forms of public assistance—that is,
Supplemental Security Income, food stamps,
Medicaid and cash assistance for families.

It also bars new arrivals—immigrants who
came to the United States after Aug. 22, 1996,
the day President Clinton signed the bill—
from receiving most public benefits during
the first five years in the country.

But the states have some options to pro-
vide more help. Iowa officials say that’s
what they will try to do.

The Department of Human Services is pro-
posing to continue benefits for some of the
immigrants who would be cut off. State wel-
fare officials are holding community forums
around the state to explain the new law.

For immigrants who were already here
when Clinton signed the law, DHS intends to
continue providing cash assistance in its
core program, called the Family Investment
Program, and Medicaid.

‘‘We felt it was a humanitarian thing to
do,’’ said Ann Wiebers, DHS welfare reform
coordinator.

APPROPRIATION NEEDED

But it’s up to the Iowa Legislature to ap-
propriate money for the program. Tinsman
thinks lawmakers will concur with the de-
partment’s decision.

The department would need to use a pool
of state funds to help new arrivals in those
programs. For the Family Investment Pro-
gram alone, the estimated cost over the next
two years would be an additional $702,237.

Tinsman said lawmakers are concerned
about legal immigrants who haven’t become
citizens.

‘‘We suspect most of them are elderly and
in nursing homes,’’ she said. ‘‘We have
money in the budget to take care of that.’’

She said new arrivals must have sponsors
to come to the United States. Sponsors must
now sign binding affidavits of support—
which means they’re held financially liable
for immigrants who fall into distress.

‘‘I think they’re going to be covered, just
not by government,’’ she said.

Sen. Johnie Hammond, D-Ames, who also
serves on the subcommittee, said the panel
hasn’t talked about the way the new law af-
fects legal immigrants.

‘‘We need to look at who’s falling through
the cracks and do we really want them to
fall through the cracks,’’ Hammond said.

EFFECTS AREN’T KNOWN

Advocates, meanwhile, say the way the
new law will play out in Iowa is still unclear.

‘‘The law is still so new,’’ said Ta-Yu Yang,
a Des Moines attorney who specializes in im-
migration law. ‘‘We are still talking on the
macro stage of what to do here in Iowa,
whether to continue some of the benefits or
not.’’

But Yang, who is president of both the
Asian-American Council and the Taiwanese
Association, said: ‘‘I don’t think there’s any
question that so much of the legislation is
going to have discriminatory impact. I don’t
know if they intended it to be that way or
not.’’

Terry Meek, executive director of Proteus,
a nonprofit group that serves migrant and
seasonal farm workers, said such laborers
will likely be affected by new food-stamp
rules. Now, legal immigrants must work and
pay taxes for 10 years before they’re eligible.

But many farm workers are paid in cash or
through crew leaders, Meek said. She’s not
sure how those workers will document their
work history.

Sandra Soto, an immigrant-rights advo-
cate at the American Friends Service Com-
mittee, thinks that the new law asks welfare
workers to become specialists in immigra-
tion law and that it’s creating a lot of confu-
sion at local welfare offices.

THERE’S CONFUSION

‘‘I’m not saying they’re denying benefits
for the sake of it,’’ Soto said. ‘‘I’m saying
there’s confusion. Getting involved in immi-
gration is difficult, because there are huge
numbers of proofs of immigrant status.’’

She, too, worries about immigrants who
may not have documents to prove their
years of work.

She points to Blanca Vivas, 44, who came
to this country illegally in 1986 from Nica-
ragua. Vivas, speaking Spanish translated by
Soto, said she first worked in the fields of
the Southwest, received amnesty and even-
tually came to Iowa and worked in the
meatpacking industry. She earned money
with a temporary work permit that was re-
newed last year.

Debilitating pain in her shoulders and back
from the heavy lifting she did prevents her
from working any more. She lacks the docu-
ments to prove her years of work. And her
work permit is no longer valid.

She now lives in Des Moines with the sup-
port of her boyfriend. She’d like to get food
stamps and medical help but knows she’s not
eligible.

‘‘I think ignorance has led us to many bad
things,’’ she said. ‘‘It’s one of the major bar-
riers. Even if we have good work ethics, we
are coming to a country where the culture,
the language and many other things are dif-
ferent.’’

NEW CITIZENS

Immigration and Naturalization Service
officials conservatively anticipate more than
2,000 immigrants will naturalize during fiscal
1997.

The welfare law is playing a role in the
boom, said Michael Went, deputy director of
the INS office in Omaha, which oversees
Iowa. But he also thinks people are simply
taking the final step in the immigration
process.

The Staroselskys believe it’s their only
chance.

‘‘If we will not become citizens according
to the new law, we will lose all of this,’’ Is-
rael Staroselsky said, sitting at a table in
the couple’s one-bedroom apartment.

They left Kiev as refugees. He was a cardi-
ologist, she was a pediatrician. They aren’t
certified to practice medicine in the United
States, so he worked for two years as a re-
searcher in Des Moines, then retired.

If they had known about these changes
when they were still in Ukraine, their deci-
sion to come might have been different.

‘‘We came five years before,’’ Israel
Staroselsky said. ‘‘If we had known about
this law, it could be another decision.’’

Blanca Vivas, 44, is one of many workers
hurt by new requirements that legal immi-
grants must work and pay taxes 10 years be-
fore they can get food stamps. She’s worked
in this country since 1986 but lacks docu-
ments to prove it. Now she’s disabled, and
her work permit is no longer valid.

[From the Raleigh (NC) News & Observer,
Mar. 2, 1997]

OLDER IMMIGRANTS FACE WELFARE DILEMMA

CHARLOTTE—Immigrants in North Carolina
face longer waits for naturalization than
most other states, making worries about los-
ing welfare benefits more realistic for new-
comers from overseas.

The Charlotte office of the U.S. Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service is ranked
among the nation’s slowest processing of-
fices, according to a report released Satur-
day by the American Immigration Lawyers
Association.

North Carolinians, who apply for natu-
ralization at the Charlotte INS office, can
face between 21 and 28 months of waiting be-
fore their citizenship records are processed.

The wait might mean disabled and elderly
immigrants could lose some federal benefits.
Under the welfare reforms, recipients of
some benefits must become citizens to keep
them.

Those who aren’t U.S. citizens and have
lived here at least five years are receiving
letters saying food stamps and Supplemental
Security Income could be eliminated as soon
as May. The letter, from the Social Security
Administration, also says Medicaid could be
eliminated by summer.

‘‘There was no exception made for them (in
the new welfare law), and that’s one of our
biggest sore spots,’’ said Marlene Myers, co-
ordinator of the N.C. Refugee Office, one of
several groups that have met with INS offi-
cials to find a way to help these immigrants.
‘‘(The elderly or disabled) are kind of caught
in a crack.’’

The Charlotte INS benefits staff processed
2,500 naturalization applications two years
ago. This year, they expect to handle more
than 7,000. Once the welfare law took effect,
the office was swamped with applicants.

‘‘No one likes to have people wait,’’ said
Donald Young, officer in charge of the INS
office in Charlotte. ‘‘We go along, day in, day
out, trudging along. But again, that slow-
down is nationwide, not just Charlotte.’’

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Mar. 4,
1997]

AMID WELFARE CUTS, STATES TRY TO AID
IMMIGRANTS

(By Skip Thurman)
An Iranian man living in Denver can’t

muster the courage to tell his elderly moth-
er—a legal immigrant who has lived in
America for almost 20 years—that her
monthly checks from the federal government
are about to end. His best hope now is that
the state of Colorado will continue some of
her subsidies.

Legal immigrants across the US are begin-
ning to see that states as their last best hope
to offset the imminent loss of all federal ben-
efits—a cutoff required by the new national
welfare-reform law.

State officials by and large seem to be
sympathetic. Of 40 states that have filed
spending plans, 36 report they will continue
benefits to legal immigrants who fall off the
federal rolls.

‘‘In the small world of welfare, we are in
pretty good shape,’’ says Dick Powers of the
Massachusetts Department of Transitional
Assistance. The state has enough money to
help needy legal immigrants—at least for
now—because it’s currently getting more
money from Washington than it needs for
cash assistance to a dwindling welfare case-
load.

But states with large numbers of immi-
grants may not have the same luxury. New
York Gov. George Pataki (R) anticipates
spending an estimated $240 million to cover
legal immigrants who will lose federal aid.

In Texas, Gov. George W. Bush (R) argues
that changing the rules for legal immigrants
already in the US was unfair.

‘‘He has no concern about prospectively
saying to future immigrants, ‘You will no
longer be eligible,’ ’’ says Bush spokeswoman
Karen Hughes. ‘‘But he is calling on the fed-
eral government to provide funding for this
part of the population.’’

The National Governors Association says
many governors, including Mr. Bush, are
asking for extra help.

‘‘We aren’t talking about reopening the
welfare bill. We are talking about amending
a little thing on the edge of it,’’ says Nolan
Jones at the NGA.

President Clinton has put forward a plan
to restore many benefits to 350,000 of the
500,000 immigrants most severely affected by
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welfare reform. Benefits most at risk include
Supplemental Security Income (SSI), a
monthly benefit (averaging $400 per recipi-
ent) that augments the incomes of the aged
or disabled; Medicaid, which helps the same
group pay medical bills; and food stamps.

But many lawmakers say revising the law
to soften its impact on immigrants is un-
likely.

‘‘It’s just not going to happen,’’ says Rep.
Clay Shaw Jr. (R) of Florida, who led the
charge for welfare reform in the last Con-
gress.

For one, federal budgeteers would fight
such a move. About one-fourth of the savings
expected from welfare cuts will come from
ending benefits to legal immigrants.

While Congressman Shaw expects to feel
more pressure to revise the law as welfare re-
form kicks into effect over the next four
months, he says. ‘‘We’ve really got to believe
in what we are going to accomplish with
this, because we are going to be dogged all
the way.’’ He points out that 51 percent of
SSI benefits go to elderly noncitizens, some-
thing he says was never intended by the au-
thors of the original legislation.

Shaw and other Republicans are open to
one possible compromise that would provide
states with additional block-grant money for
programs like food stamps. Mr. Clinton has
sought to restore $10 billion in benefits. But
Republicans on Capitol Hill would approve
no more than a total of $2 billion for states.

The pending cut in benefits has prompted a
large number of legal immigrants to apply
for US citizenship. Almost 2 million are ex-
pected to apply this year, three times more
than applied in 1995.

But for elderly immigrants, the naturaliza-
tion process can be daunting. The US Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service reports
that only 9 percent of immigrants older than
65 ever naturalize. Such is the case for the
elderly Iranian woman now living in Denver.
Her son, who asked not to be named, ex-
plains that the entire family fled to the US
after the Khomeni government took power in
the late 1970s.

‘‘She has gone through this before. She was
a wealthy woman and had everything taken
from her.’’ he says. Undergoing the natu-
ralization process, including the exams to
become a citizen, would be difficult. ‘‘Her
English is still not very good,’’ he says
‘‘There is no way she could pass the test.’’

f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, March 12, the Federal debt stood
at $5,361,482,510,992.32.

One year ago, March 12, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,017,284,000,000.

Five years ago, March 12, 1992, the
Federal debt stood at $3,854,311,000,000.

Ten years ago, March 12, 1987, the
Federal debt stood at $2,247,042,000,000.

Fifteen years ago, March 12, 1982, the
Federal debt stood at $1,048,967,000,000
which reflects a debt increase of more
than $4 trillion—$4,312,515,510,992.32—
during the past 15 years.
f

HERE’S WEEKLY BOX SCORE ON
U.S. FOREIGN OIL CONSUMPTION

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the
American Petroleum Institute reports
that for the week ending March 7, the
United States imported 7,510,000 barrels
of oil each day, 195,000 barrels more
than the 7,315,000 imported during the
same week a year ago.

Americans relied on foreign oil for
53.8 percent of their needs last week,
and there are no signs that the upward
spiral will abate. Before the Persian
Gulf war, the United States obtained
approximately 45 percent of its oil sup-
ply from foreign countries. During the
Arab oil embargo in the 1970’s, foreign
oil accounted for only 35 percent of
America’s oil supply.

Anybody else interested in restoring
domestic production of oil—by U.S.
producers using American workers?
Politicians had better ponder the eco-
nomic calamity sure to occur in Amer-
ica if and when foreign producers shut
off our supply—or double the already
enormous cost of imported oil flowing
into the United States—now 7,510,000
barrels a day.
f

RATIFICATION OF THE CHEMICAL
WEAPONS CONVENTION

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is
time—long past time—for the Senate
to end the embarrassing delay and rat-
ify the Chemical Weapons Convention.
The convention is the most significant
nonproliferation agreement to come
before the Senate since the 1968 Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty. It is a
major step toward eliminating this en-
tire class of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. U.S. ratification of the conven-
tion, before it takes effect on April 29
of this year, is vital to our national se-
curity. U.S. support for the convention
will demonstrate our continued com-
mitment to halting the spread of these
weapons of mass destruction. This is
far too important a subject for further
delays. It is time to end the stalling
and bring the convention to a vote.
There is no justification for a handful
of Senate opponents of the convention
to bottle it up in the Foreign Relations
Committee.

This treaty is clearly bipartisan. It
was negotiated under President
Reagan, concluded and signed by Presi-
dent Bush, and submitted to the Sen-
ate for advice and consent by President
Clinton. It has broad bipartisan sup-
port in the Senate, and it should be
voted on by the Senate, now.

The Chemical Weapons Convention
deserves this broad support, because it
makes sense for America’s national se-
curity. We have the opportunity now to
move forward and rid the world of
these senseless weapons.

The United States initially led by ex-
ample, by unilaterally destroying our
stockpile of chemical weapons. The
Chemical Weapons Convention will ex-
tend this requirement to all other na-
tions that approve the convention.

The convention also provides for
monitoring and controls to reduce the
proliferation of the chemicals and
technology used to make such weap-
ons. These restrictions will make it
much more difficult for terrorists and
rogue nations to develop these weapons
of mass destruction. The convention
also contains provisions to investigate
and punish violators, including short-

notice inspections of chemical manu-
facturing sites and other facilities.

Opponents of the convention argue
that since it is not being ratified by all
nations, it will not stop rogue coun-
tries from acquiring these deadly weap-
ons. But no international treaty starts
with worldwide support. Countries sus-
pected of chemical arms violations will
be subjected to broad economic and
arms embargoes. In fact, the conven-
tion specifically restricts the export or
transfer of controlled chemicals to
nonparticipating nations, a clear deter-
rent to rogue countries.

American leadership is essential to
halt the proliferation of these deadly
weapons. It is already a serious inter-
national embarrassment that the Unit-
ed States, the leading country in the
development of the convention, has
taken over 4 years to ratify it. If not
us, who? If not now, when? As of today,
71 nations have ratified the treaty, in-
cluding the United Kingdom, France,
Germany, and Canada. We stand with
Iraq, North Korea, Libya, and Syria as
nonsigners. The Senate needs to act
now to end the unconscionable delay in
ratifying this urgently needed conven-
tion. The longer we delay, the greater
the danger of the proliferation of these
devastating weapons.

Protecting our own soldiers and civil-
ians from chemical attack is and will
continue to be a high priority. Without
U.S. support for this convention, rogue
nations will have a greater incentive to
acquire chemical weapons, and our
military and civilian populations will
face greater risk of chemical attack.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff, those di-
rectly responsible for the men and
women who are most at risk from
chemical attack, fully support this
convention.

It is clearly in our national interest
to ratify the convention before April
29, so that this country can be involved
in the initial implementation legisla-
tion, the budget negotiations, and the
verification provisions for tracking
chemical weapons worldwide.

Critics of the convention say that it
will impose high costs on the U.S.
chemical industry. But our industry
and defense representatives have been
involved in the development of the con-
vention from the beginning. They
helped draft the convention’s language
to ensure that their interests will not
be compromised. The chemical indus-
try supports ratification, because they
know that if the convention enters into
force without U.S. support, they will
lose hundreds of millions of dollars in
annual trade. This economic burden
more than offsets the marginal costs
that compliance with the convention
will impose on the industry.

Opponents also argue that the con-
vention will reveal U.S. trade secrets
to foreign inspectors. But the United
States will always be the target of in-
dustrial espionage, with or without
this agreement. Issues relating to the
confidentiality of product and proc-
esses received a great deal of attention
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during the negotiations, and they are
addressed in detail in the convention.

In addition, the Commerce Depart-
ment’s expertise in protecting the pro-
prietary interests of U.S. companies
will continue to assist our chemical in-
dustry. The strong support for the con-
vention by the Chemical Manufactur-
ers Association, the Pharmaceutical
Manufacturers Association, and the
National Federation of Independent
Business is a tribute to the fact that
the concerns of these industries are
fully protected.

Ratification of the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention is vital to America’s
national security. I commend all those
who have done so much to make this
achievement possible. It represents
arms control at its best, and I urge my
colleagues to vote for ratification.
f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.
f

CAMPAIGN FINANCE AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the pending business.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 18) proposing

an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to contributions and
expenditures intended to affect elections.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Wis-
consin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I rise today to op-
pose the proposed constitutional
amendment offered by the junior Sen-
ator from South Carolina and the sen-
ior Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. President, first I would like to
say a few words about the Senator
from South Carolina. Our colleague,
Senator HOLLINGS, has been calling for
meaningful campaign finance reform
for perhaps longer than any other
Member of the U.S. Senate. I disagree
with this particular approach. But I
certainly do not question his sincerity
or commitment to reform.

Mr. President, when the U.S. Senate
last had an extended debate on the
issue of campaign finance reform back
in 1993, the junior Senator from South
Carolina offered a sense-of-the-Senate
amendment to take up a constitutional
amendment very similar to the one
that is before us today.

I remember we had a very short pe-
riod of time before that vote came up,
and I made a decision and I voted with
the Senator from South Carolina on
that day. I did so because I believed
that other than balancing the Federal
budget, there was perhaps no more fun-
damental issue facing our country than
the need to reform our election laws.

Such a serious topic I believed at the
time merited at least a consideration

of a constitutional amendment. And I
will confess to a certain level of frus-
tration at that time with the fact that
the Senate and the other body had not
yet acted to pass meaningful campaign
finance reform in that Congress.

But, Mr. President, to be candid, I
immediately realized, even as I was re-
turning to my office, that that might
not have been the best vote I ever cast.
I started rethinking right away wheth-
er I really wanted the U.S. Senate to
seriously consider amending the first
amendment to address even this sub-
ject of which I and so many other
Americans feel passionately about.

Then, 18 months later, my perspec-
tive on this question began to change
even more as I was presented with two
new developments here in the U.S. Sen-
ate.

First, I was given the privilege of
serving on the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, and, second, I would soon learn
that the new 104th Congress was to be-
come the engine for a trainload of pro-
posed amendments to the U.S. Con-
stitution. As a member of the Judici-
ary Committee, I had a very good seat
to witness first hand what was being
attempted here with regard to the
basic document of our country, the
Constitution.

It started with a proposal right away
for a balanced budget constitutional
amendment, and we were considering a
term limits constitutional amendment,
and then a flag desecration constitu-
tional amendment, then a school pray-
er amendment, then a supermajority
tax increase amendment, and then a
victims rights amendment. In all, Mr.
President, 135 constitutional amend-
ments were introduced in the last Con-
gress.

As I saw legislator after legislator
suggest that every social, economic,
and political problem we have in this
country could be solved merely with
enactment of a constitutional amend-
ment, I chose to strongly oppose not
only this constitutional amendment
but others that also sought to under-
mine our most treasured founding prin-
ciple. I firmly believe we must con-
tinue this reflective practice of at-
tempting to cure each and every politi-
cal and social ill of our Nation by tam-
pering with the U.S. Constitution. Mr.
President, the Constitution of this
country was not a rough draft. We
must stop treating it as such.

I want to say, because the Senator
from South Carolina has just arrived
and I know that he is not one who has
engaged in such an attitude toward the
Constitution, I know very well he only
makes a proposal like this with the
most serious consideration and for the
goal of trying to do something about
campaign spending. What I am address-
ing here, what I saw in the last Con-
gress was a wholesale attempt to try to
amend what seemed to be almost vir-
tually every part of the U.S. Constitu-
tion.

We must also understand that even if
this constitutional amendment were to

pass this body today, which it will not,
but even if it did, it would not take us
one single, solitary step closer to cam-
paign finance reform. It is not a silver
bullet. This constitutional amendment
merely empowers the Congress to set
mandatory spending limits on congres-
sional candidates. Those are the same
kind of mandatory limits that were
struck down in the landmark Buckley
versus Valeo decision.

Here is the question I pose for sup-
porters of this amendment: If this con-
stitutional amendment were to pass
the Congress and be ratified by the
States, would campaign finance re-
formers have the necessary 51 votes—or
more likely what would be required
would be 60 votes—to pass legislation
that included mandatory spending lim-
its?

Mr. President, in January I joined
the senior Senator from Arizona in in-
troducing the first bipartisan campaign
finance reform proposal in over a dec-
ade. That proposal, unlike the law that
was considered in Buckley versus
Valeo, includes voluntary spending
limits. That is to say, Mr. President,
we offer incentives in the form of free
and discounted television time to en-
courage but not require candidates to
limit their campaign spending. When
the Senator from Arizona and I bring
that legislation to the floor of the Sen-
ate, I have no doubt that we will be
met with strong resistance from a
number of Senators. So the notion that
this constitutional amendment will
somehow magically pave the way for
legislation that includes mandatory
spending limits simply ignores the re-
ality of the opposition that campaign
finance reformers face here in the Sen-
ate and I think would face in the Sen-
ate at the time of ratification of any
such amendment.

Mr. President, this amendment cer-
tainly, if ratified, would remove the ob-
stacle of the Supreme Court. But it
will not remove the obstacle of those
Senators such as the junior Senator
from Kentucky who believe that we
need more money, not less, in our po-
litical system.

Most disconcerting to me, Mr. Presi-
dent, is what this proposed constitu-
tional amendment would mean to the
first amendment. I find nothing more
sacred and treasured in our Nation’s
history than the first amendment. It is
perhaps the one tenet of our Constitu-
tion that sets our country apart from
every mold of government form and
tested by mankind throughout history.
No other country has a provision quite
like the first amendment.

The first amendment is the bedrock
of the Bill of Rights. It has as its
underpinnings the notion that each in-
dividual has a natural and fundamental
right to disagree with their elected
leaders. It says that a newspaper has
an unfettered right to publish expres-
sions of political or moral thought. It
says that the Government may not es-
tablish a State-based religion that
would infringe on the rights of those
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individuals who seek to be freed from
such a religious environment.

Last year I stood here on the floor of
the Senate with a number of my col-
leagues to oppose a proposed constitu-
tional amendment that would have
prohibited the desecration of the U.S.
flag. I did so because that amendment
as proposed, for the first time in our
history, would have taken a chisel to
the first amendment and said that indi-
viduals have a constitutional right to
express themselves unless they are ex-
pressing themselves by burning a flag.

Now, Mr. President, I deplore as
much as anyone in this body any indi-
vidual who would take a match to the
flag of the United States. And I am
firmly convinced that unrestrained
spending on congressional campaigns
has eroded the confidence of the Amer-
ican people in their Government and
their leaders. I believe we should speak
out against those who desecrate the
flag. I believe we should take imme-
diate steps to fundamentally overhaul
our system of financing campaigns. Mr.
President, I do not believe, as the sup-
porters of this constitutional amend-
ment and other amendments believe,
that we need to amend the U.S. Con-
stitution to bring reform to our system
of financing campaigns.

Mr. President, sometime in the next
day or so, this constitutional amend-
ment will lose. That has been predeter-
mined, or the supporters of this amend-
ment probably would not have been
granted consideration here on the floor
of the Senate in this manner. This de-
bate has some characteristics of a cha-
rade. Again, that is not because of the
author, who is sincerely advancing this
provision because he believes in it and
he thinks it should become part of the
Constitution. The ultimate outcome of
the charade is everyone knows this will
not pass. There are those who want
this to sort of be the campaign finance
reform debate for this Congress. Have a
couple of days of talk, no amendments,
have a vote, and be done with it. Be
done with campaign finance reform.

Mr. President, believe me, I know the
feeling. The Senator from Arizona and
I have been there. We were there last
year, last summer. We were allowed to
bring our bipartisan campaign finance
reform legislation to the floor last
June, but here was the deal: No amend-
ments, just 2 days of debate, and then
we had to vote on cloture, whether we
will filibuster, just after 2 days. That
was it. No chance to fix the bill up or
make it appealing to other Members
like we do in other things. That is very
similar to what is going on here. We
were only allowed to do that after the
votes had been counted and assurances
given that our bill would suffer a quick
and painless death. It was not entirely
painless, but it was not unanticipated.
We did get a majority of the votes in
this body on the first try, 54 out of the
required 60 votes but, of course, when
the process is set up like this, this sim-
ply with these few options, we know
the outcome and we know what will
happen here.

Mr. President, I want to point out
that things just look a little different
this year on the issue of campaign fi-
nance reform than they did a year ago.
A few things have happened. The
McCain-Feingold bill has not been
placed on the Senate Calendar this
time. It does not appear that the ma-
jority leader is terribly interested in
bringing it up before the March recess,
the Memorial Day recess, or possibly
even before the turn of the century. We
can speculate about the meaning of
that, but one thing is clear: This con-
stitutional amendment will not pass
this body, and until this body makes a
commitment to considering meaning-
ful, bipartisan campaign finance re-
form, campaign spending in this coun-
try will continue to go completely un-
restrained.

Nothing in this constitutional
amendment before the Senate today
would prevent what we witnessed in
the last election—the allegation of ille-
gality and improprieties, the accusa-
tions of abuse, and the selling of access
to high-ranking Government officials
would continue no matter what the
outcome of the vote we had on this
constitutional amendment. Only the
enactment of legislation, Mr. Presi-
dent, that bans soft money contribu-
tions and that encourages candidates
to voluntarily limit how much they
spend on their campaigns will make a
meaningful difference.

Mr. President, I see Members of the
Senate as having, really, three choices.
First, they can vote for constitutional
amendments and partisan reform pro-
posals that basically have predeter-
mined fates of never becoming law.
That allows you to say you voted for
something and put the matter aside.
Second, they can stand with the junior
Senator from Kentucky and others who
stood here on the Senate floor last
June and told us all was well with our
campaign finance system and we
should all be thrilled that so much
money was pouring into the campaign
coffers of candidates and parties. That
is a second option that some folks are
still pursuing. A third option, Mr.
President, Senators can join with the
Senator from Arizona and myself and
others who have tried to approach this
problem from a bipartisan perspective
and have tried to craft a reform pro-
posal that is fair to all.

We have said on countless occasions
that our proposal is open to negotia-
tion. We simply have two goals: To en-
courage Senate candidates to spend
less on their campaign and to give
challengers an opportunity to run a
fair and competitive campaign against
well-entrenched incumbents. If you
share those goals, we can work to-
gether to produce a meaningful reform
proposal.

Let me say our proposal is picking up
steam. We seem to be adding new co-
sponsors a couple of times a week.

Three days ago, I was challenged on
the floor by a stated opponent of our
bill as to why I was unwilling to ad-

dress, he said, a particular aspect of
our campaign finance system. Now,
this surprised me very much because,
in the 18 months since this legislation
was originally introduced, this Senator
had not approached me one single time
to ask if I would be willing to address
that issue. I told this Senator the other
night, and I say to all my other col-
leagues, if you share those two basic
goals of reducing campaign spending
and leveling the playing field with the
Senator from Arizona and I, we are
willing to work with you to address
those concerns.

Let’s do this in the context of a real
effort, a real debate, not a charade.
That real debate will begin when a
comprehensive bipartisan campaign fi-
nance reform bill is brought to the
floor of the U.S. Senate. After this
amendment fails, and as the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee proceeds
with the investigation into illegal and
improper conduct by Presidential and
congressional candidates in the last
election, it is my hope that there will
be an opportunity for an open and full
debate on the issue of campaign fi-
nance reform.

Mr. President, without meaningful
bipartisan campaign finance reform,
the American people will continue to
perceive their elected leaders as being
for sale. Unfortunately, they will con-
tinue to distrust and doubt the integ-
rity of their own Government.

So, Mr. President, I urge the Mem-
bers of the Senate to reject this amend-
ment, again, with the understanding
that I greatly admire the sincerity and
commitment that its author brings for-
ward on this issue.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
have tremendous respect for my col-
league from Wisconsin. I voted for
McCain-Feingold. But in a breath,
when the Senator says he wants mean-
ingful campaign finance reform, he is
asking that the only real meaningful
campaign finance reform be tabled or
rejected.

Let’s look, for example, at the Sen-
ator’s own initiative here. In McCain-
Feingold, it says that voluntary spend-
ing limits are set according to a
State’s population. You get free broad-
cast time—30 minutes of prime time—
and then you get half-price broadcast
discounts and reduced postal rates.
How much is that going to mean to the
Huffington-type campaigns that we
see, where they are ready to spend $30
million, or the Steve Forbes-type cam-
paigner, who is ready to spend $35 mil-
lion? That is not even going to give
them a burp in their campaign.

The candidate’s individual contribu-
tion limits would be raised from $1,000
to $2,000, if the opponent does not agree
to the voluntary limits or declares an
intent to spend $250,000 or more of their
personal funds. But that is just the in-
terest on the money the amounts of
money we are talking about, were it to
be loaned. But they have it available.
So that really doesn’t control the buy-
ing of the office. It doesn’t control the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2241March 13, 1997
buying of the office. It is not meaning-
ful campaign finance reform.

The Senator wants to ban soft
money. Now, here it is. With respect to
the Colorado Republican Federal Cam-
paign Committee against the Federal
Election Commission, the Federal
Election Commission brought suit
charging that the Colorado party had
violated the party expenditure provi-
sion of law by buying radio advertise-
ments attacking the Democratic Par-
ty’s likely candidate. This is the evil
that you have in these decisions. It
went on, and the Colorado Republican
Party won out. Why? On account of a
key little word: coordinated. You have
to prove affirmatively that the can-
didate himself called up and suggested
it or coordinated it, as they say, even if
it is proven he called up. It has to be
coordinated.

Now, I want you all to know the re-
ality of my particular comment. In
next year’s campaign, newspapers have
already run a poll where they have
shown that the former Governor of
South Carolina, Carol Campbell, if we
had the election this afternoon, would
beat me. All I have to do is tell that
friend there to tell that friend over
there to get the third friend to tell the
Democratic Party of South Carolina to
start running radio advertisements at-
tacking the former Governor as a like-
ly candidate. He hasn’t announced, but
he is a likely candidate.

But they say everything is fair in
love and war and in a political cam-
paign. This is the mischief. It is not
just the money, it is the mischief that
this nonsense promotes. You can’t get
to it, Mr. President, without a con-
stitutional amendment. You can’t get
to it. The distinguished Presiding Offi-
cer and I went through this yesterday
afternoon. I read down the 20 to 25
campaign finance initiatives we have
had over the last 30 years, trying to get
a grasp and a grab and a handle on this
evil, this corruption. We have tried
every way in the world, from having
cloture after cloture vote, to arresting
the Members and bringing them to the
floor. We have tried everything. The
best offer now, they say, is McCain-
Feingold, but I have gone down it. It
has voluntarism. We know from the
campaign in Massachusetts what ‘‘vol-
untary’’ means in politics; it means
temporary. When the two gentlemen
that ran last year got down to the end
of the campaign, they said of the public
agreement they had agreed to—both of
them are affluent—they said, ‘‘Let’s
forget about this limit and let’s get af-
fluent.’’ Then they started spending
like gangbusters. There you go, vol-
untary limits and everything else. We
have to nail this buzzard with a limit,
a constitutional authority to limit.

I hasten to add that I don’t prescribe
the specific limit. It is still up to Sen-
ator MCCONNELL, if he has a majority,
to prevail. Unfortunately, we see the
machine. We see the orchestration.
When I first presented this, we got
many Republican cosponsors, and we

had a majority, bipartisan vote. Again,
on two other occasions, we had a bipar-
tisan vote and the support of a major-
ity. But I can see right now the orches-
trated drumbeat of first amendment.
And they go back to Patrick Henry and
James Madison, and every other kind
of fanciful position, to try to get
everybody’s mind on ‘‘let’s not rip a
hole in the first amendment.’’ And the
very authority they are using that
money is speech, or speech is money, is
Buckley versus Valeo, which does
what? It rips a hole in the first amend-
ment. That is their very holy grail that
speaks of money. ‘‘The first time in 200
years’’ I don’t know how they have the
unmitigated gall to come out and say
‘‘the first time in 200 years,’’ when in
the same breath they are saying,
‘‘Buckley versus Valeo, speech is
money.’’ Buckley versus Valeo limited
the freedom of speech. It ‘‘ripped a
hole,’’ as they phrase it, ‘‘in the first
amendment.’’ We can read it.

I read from Buckley versus Valeo,
the majority opinion:

It is unnecessary to look beyond the actual
primary purpose to limit the actuality and
appearance of corruption, resulting from
large individual financial contributions, in
order to find a constitutionally sufficient
justification for a $1,000 contribution limita-
tion . . .

I will read that again.
. . . resulting from large individual finan-

cial contributions, in order to find a con-
stitutionally sufficient justification for a
$1,000 contribution limitation on political
discourse.

They limited the freedom of speech
of the contributor when they equated
speech with money in this famous deci-
sion. Everybody knows it. But they
want to totally ignore; like this fellow
from South Carolina is going to rip a
hole for the first time in 200 years in
the first amendment. What a charade.
They are hiding. They do not want to
get serious. They don’t want to limit
expenditures. They don’t want what
they overwhelmingly supported 20
years ago with the original Federal
Election Campaign Practices Act that
said you are not going to be able to buy
the office. Now, with Buckley versus
Valeo, and particularly with the Colo-
rado decision, you have to buy the of-
fice. And they show you how to do it.
Two years ahead of time you can see a
potential opponent. Just let the party
start savaging him on radio and TV. If
the gentleman were disposed to an-
nounce, by the time he got ready to an-
nounce he would announce for the
State border trying to escape. They
would make him an outright rascal by
that time with money.

That is not free and open discourse in
the political arena. That is discourse in
the financial arena. The financial mar-
ketplace is where we are allowing the
decision to be made. And everybody in
America knows it. That is why we had
the investigating committee by unani-
mous vote of this body day before yes-
terday saying we cannot countenance
this conduct any longer, and we can’t

dance about on illegalities. We have to
look at the improper as well as the ille-
gal. So we unanimously voted it. But
now we are trying to cover up on a
party position.

Someone asked me, ‘‘Senator, how
many votes?’’ I said, ‘‘Well, I came yes-
terday with hope. But after I saw the
particular activity among some of the
finest Members that you will ever have
in this body, and come along giving me
James Madison, Patrick Henry, and
the Founding Fathers, they didn’t have
to get in the horse and wagon and go
out and collect $14,000 a week in order
to get the office. They didn’t have to
go around with their national party
asking to cut up the opponent before
he could even announce. They didn’t
ask him to spend an average of over $4
million.

The Senator from Kentucky, who
just withdrew, said he would have to
get $5 million. So that is more than
$14,000 a week—not a day, a week—each
and every week between now and elec-
tion time. Patrick Henry had the free-
dom of speech and a strong democracy
trying to counter—of course, what the
distinguished Senator from Texas com-
mented on, the Gephardt remark. The
truth of the matter is they had it in
those days as I had it in my days of the
beginning political arena. We went
around on the stump. You had to get
there, or you were embarrassed. ‘‘Why
weren’t you there?’’ You had to answer
the questions. It wasn’t all of that ex-
pense. It wasn’t this third party activ-
ity in soft money.

So don’t come now on the floor join-
ing the stonewalling on the other side
of the aisle that we have an advan-
tage—that we have a financial advan-
tage in spite of all the shenanigans
that President Clinton and Vice Presi-
dent GORE engage in. ‘‘We have $150
million more. Whatever they did, we
did better.’’ You remember that song
in the Broadway play. Whatever the
Democrats did we can do better on
money. And do not be toying around.
Get in there and support that Constitu-
tion, and read. And they come out and
religiously read it. You can’t pass any
laws, or do anything with the freedom
of speech. And, in the next breath, they
say whoopee for Valeo. Money is speech
in politics. And we have to protect and
limit the contributors. That in and of
itself sets aside their thrust here
today.

I can read on. Maybe, if we have the
time, we will read on because I would
be prepared. Some of the colleagues
said they would come. But I can see
that there is very little interest. I was
wondering why the majority leader al-
lowed me to get this on an up-and-
down vote. I know I had the amend-
ment on the balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution. And the dis-
tinguished Senator said, ‘‘Now, look. If
you set this aside, withdraw your
amendment, we will give you an up-
and-down vote and sufficient time.’’ I
can see after yesterday afternoon, Mr.
President, that I have had sufficient
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time because whatever we say here,
they are cast now in the sort of party
preference of spending, spending,
spending. I hope we can expose it be-
cause that wasn’t the real opinion over
on the other side of the aisle. I had
Senator Kassebaum from Kansas. I had
Senator ROTH from Delaware. We still
have, I am pretty sure, the distin-
guished Senator from Pennsylvania be-
cause he had a personal experience.
When he comes to the floor you ought
to listen very carefully because you
can see in reality what this bifurcation
finding that contributions are corrup-
tive, or gives rather the appearance of
corruption, whereas the explosive ex-
penditures in campaigns, ‘‘Oh, that
particularly has to be allowed to reign
free because we have the free public
discourse in politics.’’ You can see the
‘‘free.’’ None of this is free when it says
here—‘‘bought’’ radio advertisements.
You can bet your boots the word
‘‘bought’’ b-o-u-g-h-t—‘‘bought’’ radio
advertising; the word ‘‘free.’’ Basically
every one knows we are not talking
about free speech.

We have to go along with the Su-
preme Court in our discourse for the
present time. But if we can come now
with this proposed constitutional
amendment which is stated is needed
by a majority of the Senate now three
times, by the law professors, by the
State attorneys general. And the gen-
tleman here says he has—that was in-
teresting. He has the Washington Post
and the New York Times.

Let’s see now. I heard just a minute
ago from the Senator from Wisconsin.
So let’s see what the Wisconsin State
Journal has to say.

Our former colleague stood there as
sort of the one man on S. 2—that super-
sonic plane that we can all spend bil-
lions on, and now the market has bare-
ly supported it financially. The Euro-
peans with subsidies have to support it.
But the entire Pentagon with all of
their minions over here and big budget
and everything else, one little Senator,
Senator Proxmire of Wisconsin, stood
there time and time again with a staff.
And he finally conquered not just the
Pentagon but the consciences of all of
Senators, and we voted along with him.

Now let’s see, on Monday, March 10,
the Wisconsin State Journal, and I
quote:

Part of the American dream is that any
child can grow up to be President. Our Gov-
ernment is of, by and for the people, and or-
dinary citizens should have the opportunity
to attain office by virtue of their ideas, their
talent and their integrity.

Unfortunately, the ideal of self-govern-
ment has succumbed to rampant special in-
terest money in elections that only an
amendment to the U.S. Constitution can re-
store. Our elections are now auctions, with
the average price for a seat in Congress cost-
ing more than $500,000.

In the Senate, the average cost of a
seat exceeds $4 million. As former Sen-
ator Proxmire said:

Few Americans have the desire or ability
to raise that sort of money.

It is not only the time devoted to
fundraising that we take away from

the people’s business, but also the fact
that really good candidates are de-
terred from running for public office
because they see the financial obsta-
cles raised against them. For example,
as was the case recently in Colorado,
the party trying to defend an incum-
bent can come in and start savaging
the likely opponent without any an-
nouncement and without any controls
over their spending because there is no
way to prove coordination. As a result
of this flood of money, the regular, av-
erage, sane and prudent man or woman
is deterred from running for office and
democracy itself is corrupted.

It is just not family concerns that
causes candidates to bow out. It is the
fact that if candidates get serious, they
will get savaged. Often I run into
friends of fairly good affluence who
say, look, I can’t expose my family to
all this complete disclosure.

People do not want to expose them-
selves to such public notoriety. If you
want a free genealogical study of your
family, Mr. President, all you have to
do is announce for public office. Oppo-
sition researchers will dig up the place
you were born, find out what kind of
house you had, where you bought a
washing machine on credit, auto-
mobiles, how much you contribute to
the church, what is in your doctor’s
records and everything else you can
think of. Most of it has little to do
with one’s qualifications for public of-
fice, but that is the nature of the
beast—not the issues, not the ideas,
not the candidate’s integrity, but in-
sinuations that can be distorted and
used against an individual in the court
of public opinion.

But the real corruption is in the
amount of money necessary in this day
and age to run a modern political cam-
paign.

Let me go back to the quote of our
former colleague, former Senator Prox-
mire from Wisconsin.

The latest headlines focus on Democratic
donors buying coffee at the White House and
on the Republicans $250,000-a-person ‘‘season
tickets’’ designed to give the largest donors
more access to the elected officials. But the
problem is not that interested people have
given money and in return received access—
politicians will always grant audiences to
their donors. The problem is that few Ameri-
cans can play in this big money game. Ma-
jority rule takes on a whole new meaning
when the majority of campaign cash comes
from just one quarter of 1 percent of Ameri-
cans.

Well-heeled interests have largely usurped
power from the people. Big money deter-
mines who runs for public office and who
wins elections. Last November, the House
candidates who spent the most won their
races 96 percent of the time. In Wisconsin,
this held true in all but two races.

We know the solution is to limit what any-
one can spend on elections, whether they are
running for office themselves or giving
money to a candidate, party or independent
advocacy campaign. But here we run into the
problem of the foxes guarding the chicken
coop—incumbents have little incentive to
change a system they have mastered.

However, even incumbents can act when
public pressure is high.

Let me say that again. ‘‘Even incum-
bents can act when public pressure is
high.’’ We saw a perfect example of
that the day before yesterday. The Re-
publicans they had it greased; they had
a majority in that Rules Committee.
The leader came out and said this is
the scope of the hearings that we are
going to have, like it or not. We are
only going to examine alleged illegal-
ities and not the broader question of
improper campaign financing. But, as
they say, public pressure will change
that, and public pressure did.

As a result, we had 99 Senators vote
on the day before yesterday for broader
investigation into improper as well as
illegal actions.

After Watergate, Congress took bold
steps and set limits on campaign cash.
But in the now infamous 1976 case,
Buckley versus Valeo, the Supreme
Court struck down most of the law,
ruling that unlimited spending on cam-
paigns deserves protection as free
speech. Again, quoting Senator Prox-
mire:

When we equate spending money with
speech, then speech is no longer free.

I must read that again, because it is
so basic.

When we equate spending money with
speech, then speech is no longer free.

Moneyed interests can pay the price and
the rest of us are free to be silent. The Buck-
ley ruling is simply wrong. Twenty-four
State attorneys general have recently called
for Buckley to be reversed, as have a host of
constitutional scholars. But the current
court appears unlikely to do so.

As in the past democratic struggles to end
slavery and give women the vote, the only
certain recourse is to amend the Constitu-
tion and overturn the Court. We must clear-
ly authorize Congress and the States to limit
campaign contributions and expenditures.

A majority of the Senate has voted to sup-
port such an amendment in the past but a
two-thirds vote is required. Another vote is
likely soon. Senator Russ Feingold, D-Wis.,
has voted for the constitutional amendment
in the past but now says he is against it.
Senator Herbert Kohl, D-Wis., also has a
mixed voting record. He has voted once for
and once against a similar amendment. Let’s
hope that this time they read the headlines
about fundraising scandals and decide to
change them by voting for the amendment.

We must take down the For Sale sign
on Capitol Hill by authorizing limits
on campaign cash with a constitutional
amendment. Let us not be daunted by
how difficult such a task may appear,
for the price of inaction is far too
great.

Mr. President, I thought that we
might be daunted by how difficult the
task would appear. That argument has
been made previously by our good
friend Lloyd Cutler. He said it would
take 4 to 20 years to get a constitu-
tional amendment enacted, and there-
fore we were wasting our time. But it
has been 20 years since the Buckley de-
cision. Let us not talk about wasting
time. That is what we have been doing
since Buckley.

How are you going to stop doing
that? A constitutional amendment.
The arguments were, ‘‘It would take
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too long,’’ or, ‘‘I don’t believe in a con-
stitutional amendment; leave it as it
is.’’

Now, we know the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kentucky, and the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas, Senator
ROBERTS, engaged in their little sweet-
heart exchange on the floor yesterday.
They both believe in amending the
Constitution. They both voted to
amend the Constitution in order to pre-
vent the desecration of the American
flag. In fairness to Senator MCCON-
NELL, he said it was a mistake. Fine
business. The Court made a mistake
when they outlawed the Federal in-
come tax. So, what did the body politic
do? The Congress passed a joint resolu-
tion and the people of the United
States ratified the 16th amendment.
Let us read how you can correct a mis-
take. Amendment 16:

The Congress shall have the power to lay
and collect taxes on incomes from whatever
source derived without apportionment
among the several States, and without re-
gard to any census or enumeration.

That is not what they are talking
about now, because we know mistakes
are corrected; mistakes with respect to
elections have been corrected. The 21st,
22d, 23d, 24th, and 25th amendments to
the Constitution, all except the last
one, have dealt with elections. So we
corrected those mistakes. One impor-
tant mistake, perhaps most significant,
was the poll tax. The people said,
‘‘Wait a minute, disqualifying people
from voting through a poll tax—we are
not going to allow it.’’ So we adopted
that amendment to the Constitution.

Now we want to disqualify can-
didates, parties, and everyone else from
running for office by allowing the ex-
plosive spending of money; thousands
of dollars, $200,000 for this, $500,000 for
that. It is just outrageous. Yet, they do
not want to recognize it. They want to
give me Patrick Henry and go back to
the first amendment and read it to
mean that any restriction ‘‘rips a hole’’
in our freedom of speech. But it is not
so when for the safety of people, we
prohibit shouting ‘‘fire’’ in a theater;
not when for national security reasons,
we prohibit disclosure of classified doc-
uments; not so in the matter of obscen-
ity and false and deceptive advertising.
Just the other day, concerning a buffer
zone around an abortion clinic—the Su-
preme Court said, oh, no, you don’t
have a freedom of speech in that buffer
zone. That restriction is constitu-
tional.

The contention was made that unless
people were given the right to be heard
in that particular area, you were rip-
ping a hole in the first amendment.
The Supreme Court said no. Get out.
Don’t get into this buffer zone.

So we have example after example,
but none better than the Senate itself
that says you cannot have unlimited
debate here in this body; we can get a
60-vote majority and hush you. Over on
the House side, they have to follow the
3-minute rule; the 5-minute rule. In
committees, we regularly agree and

conform to a 5-minute rule for all the
members. We know the value of limit-
ing speech. Don’t come here with this
sanctimony about the first amendment
and Patrick Henry and talking about
ripping a hole in the first amendment
for the first time in 200 years. Buckley
versus Valeo—the very basic authority
that you use when you come to the
floor of the U.S. Senate saying speech
is money, or money is speech—ripped a
hole in the first amendment. That is
the exact finding of Buckley versus
Valeo.

So, that will not wash.
Mr. President, I have not only the

Wisconsin State Journal, I have the
Cleveland Plain Dealer. I ask unani-
mous consent to have that article
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Plain Dealer, Mar. 12, 1997]
ONLY A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT CAN

LIMIT CAMPAIGN CASH

(By Seth Taft and Amy Simpson)
Part of the American dream is that any

child can grow up to be president. Our gov-
ernment is to be of, by and for the people,
and ordinary citizens should be elected to of-
fice by virtue of their ideas, talent and integ-
rity.

Unfortunately, the ideal of self-govern-
ment has succumbed to special-interest
money in elections and only an amendment
to the Constitution will restore it. The aver-
age cost of a congressional campaign exceeds
$500,000. Few Americans have the desire or
ability to raise that sort of money.

The latest headlines focus on Democratic
donors buying coffee at the White House and
on the Republicans’ $250,000 a-person ‘‘season
tickets’’ designed to give the largest donors
more face-to-face time with elected officials.

But the problem is not that interested peo-
ple have given money and in return received
access; politicians will always grant audi-
ences to their donors.

The problem is that an extremely small
number of Americans can play in this big-
money game. Majority rule takes on a whole
new meaning when the majority of campaign
cash comes from just one quarter of 1 per-
cent (0.25 percent) of Americans.

Big contributions frequently determine
who runs for public office and who wins elec-
tions. In Ohio’s congressional races last
year, the candidates who spent the most suc-
ceeded in capturing the House seat 84 per-
cent of the time.

We know the solution is to limit what any-
one can spend on elections, whether he is
running for office or giving money to a can-
didate, a party or an independent advocacy
campaign. But current incumbents have lit-
tle incentive to change a system they have
mastered.

However, even incumbents can act when
public pressure is high. After Watergate,
Congress took bold steps and set limits on
campaign cash. But, in the now infamous
1976 decision in Buckley vs. Valeo, the Su-
preme Court struck down most of the law,
ruling that unlimited spending on campaigns
deserved protection as free speech.

Since 1994, voters in five states have passed
initiatives to set low contribution limits,
$100 in most races, for state elections. These
initiatives have been overturned in two
states by courts that thought themselves
better able than the public to set ‘‘reason-
able’’ limits. Proposals that would require
candidates to raise their funds from within
their districts face a similar fate.

When we equate spending money with
speech, then speech is no longer free.
Wealthy interests can pay the price, and the
rest of us are free to be silent. The Buckley
ruling is simply wrong. Twenty-four state
attorneys general recently called for its re-
versal, as have a host of constitutional
scholars. But the current court appears un-
likely to do so.

As in the democratic struggles to end slav-
ery and give women the vote, the only cer-
tain recourse is to amend the Constitution
and overturn the court. We must clearly au-
thorize Congress and the states to limit cam-
paign contributions and expenditures.

A majority of the U.S. Senate has voted to
support such an amendment in the past, but
a two-thirds vote is required. Another vote is
likely within the next week.

In the past, Sen. Mike DeWine has voted
against and Sen. John Glenn has voted for
such an amendment. Let’s hope that this
time, they read the headlines about fund-
raising scandals and decide to change them
by voting for the amendment.

We don’t like using the Constitution for
this purpose, but the Buckley-Valeo decision
makes it necessary. Campaign spending lim-
its that do not apply to independent commit-
tees and individuals become meaningless.

Mr. HOLLINGS. These liberal eastern
papers, the Washington Post and the
New York Times make the argument of
free speech. I hope you midwesterners
do not get bitten by that. I want to see
you stay in the U.S. Senate. I want to
see you all continue to serve. The best
way is not to get wrapped around and
go back to the Midwest and say that
the ACLU is a wonderful authority. I
know how to lose an election. I have
lost before. I don’t know any quicker
way to lose one than to run around in
my backyard or your backyard, Mr.
President, quoting the ACLU. You
folks have to be embarrassed with this
kind of argument about first amend-
ment and the ACLU. And even more
embarrassing is the anecdotal nonsense
they put up relative to what could hap-
pen. The Senator from Utah even said
Congress might decide not to let any-
one oppose them.

He got into a wonderful discourse
with the Senator from Kentucky. He
said if this amendment passed, Con-
gress could put such low limits that
the opponent’s name would never be-
come known and that Congress might
decide not to let anyone oppose them.

Of course, in the next breath they say
it is vague, because the language says
‘‘reasonable,’’ ‘‘reasonable limits.’’

The courts said they are going to de-
cide what is reasonable. But they put
up all kinds of examples about how
newspapers might write an editorial
against someone. And they said that
could be a contribution for or a con-
tribution against.

Right now the newspapers do write
editorials for and do write editorials
against. We have the free press. No one
has the gall to contend that is a con-
tribution in the context of being a vio-
lation. No one is going to contend that
now, and they are not going to contend
it later on.

But these are all straw men, because
they do not have the argument. But
they have the frontal assault of Pat-
rick Henry and the first amendment.
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And trying to say, as the Senator from
Texas said, the simple question is ‘‘Do
you believe in free speech or not?’’ He
says if he can answer this question,
then he is home free. All 100 of us be-
lieve in that. That is not what we are
voting on. The question is, Do you be-
lieve in limiting spending or not? They
know it. And they do not want to hear
of it. So they bring out the volume and
repetition of numerous Senators talk-
ing about 200 years and the first
amendment and Patrick Henry. If you
pass this, you can go back to what we
voted for in 1974 and have complete dis-
closure, rules against bundling, rules
against soft money, rules against indi-
vidual wealth buying elections. It
would free up the speech of the poor.
Buckley really freed up the speech of
the rich, but it has taken away free-
dom of speech from the poor. That is
the actual effect of the decision, and
we are suffering from it.

We have lost the confidence of the
people in the political institutions up
here because we do not want to deal
with it. We tried and tried and tried
over a 30-year period without success
and now we are using the octopus ap-
proach. We want to sneak off in the
dark ink of a charade about Patrick
Henry, the first amendment, and what
may happen.

Mr. President, let us go back to bet-
ter times. Let us go back to better
times.

What happened was, in better times,
we had the orderly process of several
hearings before the Judiciary Commit-
tee. We had several witnesses. And I
come to the distinguished Mr. Lloyd
Cutler, who served as Counsel for the
President.

But he says now on the House side:
An amendment would take too long to

adopt, 4 to 10 years.

He did not testify on behalf of the
Commission for the Constitutional
System heretofore, but he says now
that it would take too long. We know
that is totally wrong. The last five
amendments preceding the most recent
one, which took 200 years, took an av-
erage of 20 months to ratify.

The gentleman, I think, is suffering
from battle fatigue because he said:
This could be a camel’s-nose-under-the-
tent aspect. He did not see a camel’s-
nose-under-the-tent aspect when he
was representing the Commission for
the Constitutional System. He says
that the Hollings resolution in the Sen-
ate authorizes ‘‘reasonable regulation
of expenditures. Only the Supreme
Court can draw the line between rea-
sonable and unreasonable.’’

The courts are always directing the
jurors in determining if they have got-
ten a reasonable decision, the ‘‘reason-
able, sane and prudent man,’’ in law
talk, is the test. We did not have ‘‘rea-
sonable’’ when we first drafted it, but
we put it in there so the amendment
will not look categorical and result in
a legal contest. The Supreme Court is
certainly going to decide if it is unrea-
sonable, as they have decided that the

matter of contributions is constitu-
tional, if limited to that speech, but
unconstitutional if you limit the
speech of those who spend it.

Let me read parts of the hearing here
that we had before the Judiciary Com-
mittee some 10 years ago. We had al-
ready been on this a dog-chasing-its-
tail solution for 10 years.

My name is Lloyd N. Cutler. Along with
Senator Nancy Kassebaum of Kansas and Mr.
Douglas Dillon, I am a Co-Chairman of the
Committee on the Constitutional System, a
group of several hundred present and former
legislators, executive branch officials, politi-
cal party officials, professors and civic lead-
ers who are interested in analyzing and cor-
recting some of the weaknesses that have de-
veloped in our political system.

One of the most glaring weaknesses, of
course, is the rapidly escalating cost of polit-
ical campaigns, and the growing dependence
of incumbents and candidates on money from
interest groups who expect the recipient to
vote in favor of their particular interests. In-
cumbents and candidates must devote large
portions of their time to begging for money;
they are often tempted to vote the conflict-
ing interests of their contributors and to cre-
ate a hodgepodge of conflicting and indefen-
sible policies; and in turn public frustration
with these policies creates cynicism and con-
tempt for the entire political process.

A serious attempt to deal with the cam-
paign financing problem was made in the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1974 and
the 1976 amendments, which set maximum
limits on the amounts of individual con-
tributions and on the aggregate expenditures
of candidates and so-called independent com-
mittees supporting such candidates. The con-
stitutionality of these provisions was chal-
lenged in the famous case of Buckley v. Valeo,
424 U.S. 1, in which I had the honor of shar-
ing the argument in support of the statute
with Professor Archibald Cox. While the Su-
preme Court sustained the constitutionality
of the limits on contributions, it struck
down the provision limiting expenditures for
candidates and independent committees sup-
porting such candidates. It found an insepa-
rable connection between an expenditure
limit and the extent of a candidate’s or com-
mittee’s political speech, which did not exist
in the case of a limit on the size of each con-
tribution by a non-speaker unaccompanied
by any limit on the aggregate amount a can-
didate could raise. It also found little if any
proven connection between corruption and
the size of a candidate’s aggregate expendi-
tures, as distinguished from the size of indi-
vidual contributions to a candidate.

The Court did, however, approve the Presi-
dential Campaign Financing Fund created by
the 1976 amendments, including the condi-
tion it imposed barring any presidential
nominee who accepted the public funds from
spending more than a specified limit. How-
ever, it remains unconstitutional for Con-
gress to place any limits on expenditures by
independent committees on behalf of a can-
didate. In recent presidential elections these
independent expenditures on behalf of one
candidate exceeded the amount of federal
funding he accepted. Moreover, so long as
the Congress remains deadlocked on pro-
posed legislation for the public financing of
Congressional campaigns, it is not possible
to use the public financing device as a means
of limiting Congressional campaign expendi-
tures.

Mind you, Mr. President, as I cover
this particular testimony, it is 10 years
ago. They are talking about the di-
lemma, the problem, and how it was
exacerbating at that particular time.

You can tell the frustration from the
wording of this testimony.

I go to the quote of Mr. Cutler:
Accordingly, the Committee on the Con-

stitutional System has come to the conclu-
sion that the only effective way to limit the
explosive growth of campaign financing is to
adopt a constitutional amendment.

Now, my colleague from Kentucky
says you do not have any authority and
there is no constituency. The fact of
the matter is that this particular com-
mittee is a group of several hundred
present and former legislators, execu-
tive branch officials, political party of-
ficials, professors, and civic leaders
who are interested in analyzing and
correcting some of the weaknesses that
have developed in our political system.

Not the ACLU. I do not rely on the
ACLU for my case. I want to win this
thing. I do not want to be spreading the
dark ink of the ACLU in the Washing-
ton Post. Go down to the Washington
Post and ask them for free speech. Say,
‘‘I want a little free speech. Not a
whole page, a half, maybe a quarter of
a page.’’ They will not give you a little
tidbit of a column free.

Going back to the testimony before
the Judiciary Committee:

The amendment would be a very simple
one consisting of only 46 words. It would
state merely that ‘‘Congress shall have
power to set reasonable limits on campaign
expenditures by or in support of any can-
didate in the primary or general election for
federal office. The States shall have the
same power with respect to campaign ex-
penditures in elections for state and local of-
fices.’’

This was 10 years ago, Mr. President,
and those who have been working on
this particular problem copied the lan-
guage, adopted the suggestion. It was a
reasonable thing because here are the
best of minds, without a particular Re-
publican bent or Democratic bent or
interest, who said here is the way to do
it not only constitutionally but in a
constitutionally sound manner so that
the court could properly interpret it.

Let me go back to the testimony of
Mr. Cutler:

Our proposed amendment would enable
Congress to set limits not only on direct ex-
penditures by candidates and their own com-
mittees, but also on expenditures by so-
called independent committees in support of
such a candidate. The details of the actual
limits would be contained in future legisla-
tion and could be changed from time to time
as Congress in its judgment sees fit.

It may of course be argued that the pro-
posed amendment, by authorizing reasonable
limits on expenditures, would necessarily set
limits on the quantity of speech on behalf of
a candidate and that any limits, no matter
how ample, is undesirable. But in our view
the evidence is overwhelming by now that
unlimited campaign expenditures will even-
tually grow to the point where they consume
so much of our political energies and so frac-
ture our political consensus that they will
make the political process incapable of gov-
erning effectively.

Mr. President, I divert here to em-
phasize just exactly that concern that
our political consensus will be so frac-
tured that it will make ‘‘the political
process incapable of governing effec-
tively.’’ Put that on as a test to this
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particular Congress. If you think we
have governed effectively, I have grave
misgivings with that opinion. I think
that is exactly where we are, and ex-
actly was the concern 10 years ago.

And I continue to quote the testi-
mony of Mr. Cutler:

Even Congress has found that unlimited
speech can destroy the power to govern; that
is why the House of Representatives has im-
posed time limits on Members’ speeches for
decades and why the Senator has adopted a
rule permitting 60 Senators to end a fili-
buster. One might fairly paraphrase Lord Ac-
ton’s famous aphorism about power by say-
ing, ‘‘All political money corrupts; unlimited
political money corrupts absolutely.’’

There is no question in this Senator’s
mind. Quoting further:

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would not be dis-
couraged from taking the amendment route
by any feeling that constitutional amend-
ments take too long to get ratified.

You see, Cutler has come over from
the other side earlier this year and he
said it would take too long. He was not
worried then, some 10 years ago, be-
cause he knew exactly that. The last
five amendments at that particular
time were all ratified within the 20-
month period. Now he has misgivings.

Let me quote further:
The fact is that the great majority of

amendments submitted by Congress to the
States during the last 50 years have been
ratified within 20 months after they were
submitted. All polls show that the public
strongly supports limits on campaign ex-
penditures. The principal delay will be in
getting the amendment through Congress.
Since that is going to be a difficult task, we
ought to start immediately. Unlimited cam-
paign expenditures and the political diseases
they cause are going to increase at least as
rapidly as new cases of AIDS, and it is high
time to start getting serious about the prob-
lem.

Mr. Chairman, on three past occasions we
the people have amended the Constitution to
correct weaknesses in that rightly revered
document as interpreted by the Supreme
Court. On at least two of these occasions—
the Dred Scott decision and the decision
striking down federal income taxes, history
has subsequently confirmed that the amend-
ments were essential to our development as
a healthy, just and powerful society. A third
such challenge is now before us. The time
has come to meet it.

That was in March 1988.
Now, Mr. President, I see my distin-

guished colleagues on the Senate floor.
At this time I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-
quiry, are we operating on a time
agreement now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no time agreement.

The Senator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me

say that it is not often on matters such
as this one that I am on the floor in op-
position to something that Senator
HOLLINGS favors. We normally are here
on either economic matters or budget
matters or the like. I want to say right
up front while I totally disagree that
we should adopt this constitutional

amendment and send it out to the
States for ratification, I believe it is
fair to say that among the Senators
who have been talking about limiting
or dramatically changing the campaign
laws of this land, of limiting of the
amount of money that can be spent, at
least this amendment is honest.

It faces the reality right between the
eyes, and the Supreme Court of the
United States has said that you can’t
do that because you are limiting free-
dom of speech. And the distinguished
Senator has said, OK, if that is the
case, I want to change the Constitu-
tion, so we can do it. At least that is a
straightforward position, instead of
coming here and trying to get around
the Supreme Court decisions and
around the clause in the U.S. Constitu-
tion that protects freedom of speech.

Having said that, I want to take a
couple of minutes to talk with the Sen-
ate about my views and version of why
we should not adopt this amendment.
First of all, I believe that I should lead
off by saying, yesterday afternoon, I
was in my office when some speeches
were being delivered on the floor of the
Senate. I don’t think I am much dif-
ferent from most Senators. Normally,
if you have your set on and somebody
is speaking on the floor, even though
we all love them dearly and they are
great speakers and they have great
things to say, we don’t listen very
often—at least, if we are busy in the of-
fice, and we do other things.

But I took time out to listen to Sen-
ator PHIL GRAMM of Texas, and I tried
to tell him this personally so it would
precede me saying it on the floor, I
thought his remarks yesterday after-
noon were very eloquent. They ex-
pressed a very good picture of the his-
tory of our Constitution and, in par-
ticular, of that part of our Constitu-
tion that we so glibly say is freedom of
speech, protected by that wonderful
document and the Bill of Rights.

Having said that, I was not prepared
to argue that this amendment is broad
enough to perhaps some day affect the
editorial policy of the newspapers. I
didn’t come here particularly prepared
to argue that point. But over the
evening I read it again and read my re-
marks. I am prepared to say that I be-
lieve the Congress of the United States,
if this amendment ever became law,
will clearly then be able to determine
how we can change freedom of speech
in the manner described, and to what
extent and when and who will be af-
fected by our changes. I think where
this amendment says that the amount
of expenditures that may be made by,
in support of, or in opposition to a can-
didate for nomination for election to a
Federal office, and where it is said that
you are able to put limitations on the
amount of contributions that may be
accepted, I believe it is entirely pos-
sible that some time out in the future,
if this were in fact the law of the land,
Congress could decide that a newspaper
could only write one editorial a week
on behalf of its favorite U.S. Senate

candidate because they might equate
that with an expenditure. In fact, they
might be able to ask, what’s the news-
paper charging for advertising? And
then they might say, when you write
something in that paper about a can-
didate expressing your views, we are
going to assume that it is worth at
least the advertising costs of the paper.

Now, frankly, I am giving you kind of
a shirt-sleeve lawyer’s opinion. But I
can see out there in the future where,
under the right circumstances, with a
Congress that is being beaten up by
newspapers, or perhaps the majority
party being beaten up by newspapers or
editorials on television, they might in-
deed decide that they are going to de-
termine the expenditures that can be
made and attempt to change our most
protected basic right.

Now, having said that I believe the
first amendment guaranteeing free
speech is the matrix of every other
freedom we have, and the most fun-
damental and urgent application of
free speech is to conduct campaigns for
political office. Elections and cam-
paigns that lead up to those elections
are how the democratic process works.
Therefore, I repeat, the amendment
guaranteeing freedom of speech is the
matrix of every other freedom because
it is through the democratic process,
the selection of candidates, perhaps
even the selection of the philosophy or
the ideology of candidates and parties,
that decisions are made about our lives
and are made about our future. And,
therefore, freedom of speech, if con-
trolled, can control that which affects
our lives in a most profound way.

I regret to say that while I am not
one who comes to the floor very often
and chooses to become popular at home
by beating up on Congress—in fact, I
don’t think I have done that very often
in my life—I believe it is a mistake to
put this power in the hands of a par-
tisan Congress, with the potential for a
President of the same party with a
huge majority in the Congress, this ab-
solute power to abridge freedom of
speech and decide just how much can
be spent by whom, what organizations
can spend how much on which can-
didates. The power to determine how
much a right-to-life organization can
spend on behalf of its candidates or
party, or its opposition organization in
America, how much they can spend,
and a myriad of other organizations
that are out there trying to affect Gov-
ernment and how Government works
and how we vote—for Congress to be
able to regulate that means we are
placing in the hands of Congress and a
President of the party in control the
absolute and unequivocal future des-
tiny of the election process. They will
determine it either directly or indi-
rectly, just as certain as you write in
black ink on white paper so that it will
be most legible.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Since independent

expenditures and so-called legislative
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advocacy ads, which have been so wide-
ly condemned by the reformers, are
constitutionally protected speech,
doesn’t the Senator think it is entirely
possible that the Congress, given the
power to control that speech by those
outside groups, might decide to shut it
off entirely, conclude there is nothing
reasonable about any of those kinds of
expressions, if this amendment were to
be passed?

Mr. DOMENICI. I think, given the
right circumstances, that is entirely
possible. I can dream up a scenario in
my mind where it would probably be
constitutional under this amendment.
You could have a situation in the coun-
try where Congress would make a find-
ing, which may be backed up by what’s
going out in society. Those kinds of ex-
penditures could cause harm in Amer-
ica, at least to some major group that
thought the unlimited use of propa-
ganda —this is they would call it—has
been harmful to the country, so they
will say that we will have none of it.

Let me say, that is one issue, it is
clear to me, that in and of itself ought
to cause us to say no to this amend-
ment. I think there is even a more seri-
ous one. I guess I will choose to say, as
my point No. 2, that it’s hard enough
to win a fight with someone who buys
paper by the ton and ink by the barrel.
That leads me to ask, who uses free-
dom of speech most in the United
States? Who does? The media of Amer-
ica. The media of America, be it the
newspapers, radio, television, or what-
ever other media we have. That is the
principal use of freedom of speech in
the United States. They, combined, are
the big makers of news. They are the
ones who write the news, who talk the
news, who present the issues on TV.
Frankly, the media sets the agenda.
They have even been called the ‘‘fourth
estate,’’ meaning that we have three
branches of government, and they are
also a branch of government. Well, we
say: Protect them.

As a matter of fact, the U.S. Supreme
Court, in a very historic case, New
York Times versus Sullivan, a 1964
case, has even held that for a public
personage to have a cause of action
against the media, which has the right
to freedom of speech, to have the right
to sue because they told an untruth,
you can’t sustain a cause of action un-
less it is made with actual malice, with
knowledge that the statement was
false or with reckless disregard of
whether it is false or not. That is how
important we think that right is.

Should it surprise anyone that those
who use freedom of the speech in the
press of America—that they have their
prejudices? Should it surprise anyone
that they pick and choose candidates?
Should it surprise anyone that they
have a philosophy? Should it surprise
anyone, even though they are my good
friends, that they are predominantly
liberal and predominantly Democrats
in terms of party affiliation? That just
happens to be true. If they were with-
out opinion and used no discretion,

what good would they be as the fourth
estate in America? For they would be
dullsville, and nobody would care what
they said. So they are not that. And
they can really influence a candidate
or an elected officer’s future. They can
even do it by neglect, if they choose.
They can fail to cover what somebody
does in their elected office because
they, either directly or in some other
way, are prejudiced by what Senator
Jones from Kansas says, and so it
doesn’t appear in the newspapers in the
State of Kansas. Or, at least in one
chain perhaps, or at least, if that is too
far-fetched, a certain reporter won’t
write about Senator Jones, and he is
the reporter that writes the front page
story all of the time. That is kind of
the benign neglect of the media.

What we know is happening in Amer-
ica is that we have moved away from
editorial writing only appearing on the
editorial pages of the paper. It now also
is appearing in the stories in the
media. TV has gone from just reporting
news to interpreting the news and in-
terpreting situations in America. News
shows which do that abound. Should it
surprise anyone that sometimes the
media take a position in opposition to
a President, in opposition to a Senator,
in opposition to a party, in opposition
to a philosophy of government?

Mr. President, if that is the case,
where is the candidate or elected of-
ficeholder going to get the resources to
tell his side of the story? I know where
they are getting that kind of resource
today. They are getting it because peo-
ple contribute to their campaign, and
they run ads, or they buy time, or they
put out brochures, or they get on a
radio show and pay for the time. And
they say, ‘‘If the media and my oppo-
nent can get on and get free time, I
want to get on and pay for it.’’ What-
ever the media puts on is their choice,
and they are free to do as much as they
want.

I am not going to stand here and be
critical of that. In fact, I am suggest-
ing that they are important in this so-
ciety. It leads me to the conclusion
that they have a right to try to be ef-
fective in trying to change public opin-
ion. When they do that and exercise
that prerogative, they create a situa-
tion which in the combat over political
ideas requires that, if you are going to
respond and have a chance of being
heard, you must compete either in ink,
or in paper, or in voice over the radio
network, or in your picture and voice
on television. Or else, how can you get
the message across?

Having said that, I am absolutely
convinced that while I stand here and
give credence to the United States Con-
gress having great authority, and I
would even say that over history, I
trust its collective wisdom, I can al-
ready in my time in the U.S. Senate
find many occasions when I think we
weren’t very wise and we passed laws
that weren’t the very best. But even if
I were to say over time that we perhaps
come out on the wise side more times

than not, I am not prepared to give the
United States Congress the authority
to control the destiny and the lives of
political figures today or in the future
when it comes to how much of their re-
sources, or resources that others want
to give to them, that they can use to
make their case.

I believe it is a greater and more
frightening evil to control the oppor-
tunity for candidates to make their
case through the exercise of free
speech. That is a far more serious prob-
lem for America than the concern over
too much campaign spending.

We can pass reasonable rules and reg-
ulations regarding campaign contribu-
tions. Clearly we already have. We
have limited PAC contributions. We
have individual contributions limited.
But when it comes to those things that
the U.S. Supreme Court has already
said are protected because they are po-
litical speech, isn’t it interesting?
Some people, including this Senator,
had trouble understanding what they
were talking about when they said that
spending is equal to free speech. If you
want to spend your money on a cam-
paign, the use of that money is speech,
they said. Well, I understand it now. I
hope I have expressed it today. It is
precisely what I have been talking
about. For what other way than
through the use of resources can you
get your speech heard and exercise that
freedom I speak of? How can you get
your message out to the public if you
are limited as to how much, or when,
or which organization can spend how
much in behalf of your candidacy, your
position, or your ideology?

So from my standpoint the issue is
really very, very clear and very simple.
We should not change the Constitution
of the United States when it comes to
that part of this protected speech that
has to do with candidates and political
parties getting their message across
through the use of resources. Nothing,
in my opinion, will suffice other than
to leave the decision of what is needed
and how it will be used in the hands of
the person claiming the freedom. To
place it in the hands of somebody else
to determine for that person claiming
that freedom will, in my opinion,
render the freedom useless. For the
more you try to tell somebody how to
exercise their right to free speech and
when they can exercise it, the more the
freedom becomes a nonfreedom. It be-
comes control rather than opportunity
to enter into combat in a way that is
equal and able to meet any cir-
cumstance. I am fully aware that there
are many other approaches that we can
take to modifying our campaign laws.
And some of those being discussed will
be constitutional without this change.

But I for one want to close today say-
ing to the U.S. Senate, and to the peo-
ple of the United States, do you really
want Congress to be the one that man-
ages by statute the use of this freedom,
political freedom, the freedom of polit-
ical parties and people running for of-
fice to use resources in a way that they
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think is best to get their message out,
their cause, and to exercise their
rights?

Mr. President, I want to make 5
points about this resolution and to
make them clearly, strongly and sim-
ply.

Point one: This is an attempt to
make the unconstitutional constitu-
tional.

The first amendment guaranteeing
free speech is the matrix of every other
freedom we have.

The most fundamental and urgent
application of free speech is to conduct
campaigns for political office.

Elections and the campaigns leading
up to those elections, after all, are how
the democratic process works.

Point two: It’s hard enough to win a
fight with someone who buys paper by
the ton and ink by the barrel. This
amendment would make it impossible
to win that fight.

The liberal news media exercises its
free speech rights more than any other
individual or entity in the United
States. They are the Big Opinion Mak-
ers. They compose the editorials, write
the news, talk the news, present the is-
sues on TV. Frankly, they set the agen-
da.

The media are the ones who exercise
freedom of speech as it pertains to poli-
tics. They are on the airwaves every
day. It used to be that there was politi-
cal speech on the news at 6 p.m. and 10
p.m. In 1997, there is news at 6 a.m., 7
a.m., noon, 4 p.m., 5 p.m., 6 p.m., 10
p.m., and 11 p.m. on the regular chan-
nels. We also have numerous 24-hour
news channels.

No one would tolerate a suggestion
that reporting and editorializing
should be censored or otherwise limited
or that there should be—to use the lan-
guage of the proposed amendment
—‘‘reasonable limits.’’

All of the political speech contained
on the news is protected. In New York
Times versus Sullivan (1964) the Su-
preme Court held that public officials
could maintain defamation actions
only upon proof that the media’s state-
ment was made with ‘‘actual malice’’
defined by the Court as made ‘‘with
knowledge that it [the statement] was
false or with reckless disregard of
whether it was false or not.’’ As a re-
sult, the ‘‘comfort zone of protection’’
given to a political figure or candidate
for public office under the defamation
actions for libel and slander is very
small. Public figures are given little
protection.

Defamation stands virtually alone in
the 20th century tort law. Every other
major substantive area has expanded a
plaintiff’s right to recover, while in
defamation the balance has shifted,
and quite dramatically, in favor of the
media defendant.

Point three: Government rationing of
political speech by candidates will in-
crease the power of the media, which
has an unlimited free speech right.

The makers of the Constitution, in-
fluenced not only by their own experi-

ence but also by theorists such as
Montesquieu, consciously provided for
allocation of national authority among
the executive, the legislative and the
judicial branches. By insisting upon
separation of powers, the Framers
sought to protect against tyranny.
Over the years, the media has emerged
as the fourth branch of Government.
Creating an elite of those with unlim-
ited free speech will dangerously upset
the balance of power and make the
Fourth Estate the most powerful. This
runs contrary to our fundamental no-
tions of freedom and effective democ-
racy.

The members of the fourth estate are
mere mortals and they have strong bi-
ases.

Reporters are opinionated. Arguably,
they are the most politically homoge-
nous and biased group in American pol-
itics today. Most studies of media vot-
ing behavior show 9 out of 10 reporters
and editors voting for liberal Demo-
cratic candidates. And the media cov-
erage mimics the media’s voting pat-
tern.

A study by the Center for Media and
Public Affairs, a nonpartisan Washing-
ton research group, shows that TV cov-
erage overwhelmingly favored Presi-
dent Clinton this past election season.

In September, Clinton received 54
percent positive coverage on the net-
works’ evening news programs, com-
pared with only 30 percent for Bob
Dole. The networks criticized Dole’s
economic views 81 percent of the time,
his social policies 78 percent of the
time; and his conduct as a candidate 81
percent of the time. Yet, voters view
the media as balanced.

We have TV commentators who criti-
cize ideology, personalities, and life-
style. Yet, the quantity, quality, and
content of the media programs and ar-
ticles are totally protected and unre-
stricted.

A paper could editorialize every day
of the week, every week of the year
against a candidate. If an elected offi-
cial or candidate wants to respond, he
has to buy an ad. He has to make an
expenditure.

At the other extreme, a Senator
could toil tirelessly day in and day out
in meetings, in committee, on the Sen-
ate floor. An unfriendly paper could ig-
nore his efforts during his entire term.
If that Senator wants to let voters
know of his accomplishments he has to
buy an ad. He has to make an expendi-
ture to compensate for the medias’ be-
nign neglect of his efforts. The Su-
preme Court is correct, free speech is a
fundamental right essential to getting
reelected. The Constitution is right to
protect this fundamental right.

My question to Senators is: Do you
really think it is wise to exclusively
vest the power of unlimited speech in
the fourth branch? If the Founding Fa-
thers were wise enough to resist tyr-
anny by requiring a balance of power
among the branches that existed when
they wrote the Constitution, we should
recognize this amendment as a bald-

faced attempt to shift the balance of
power from the candidates involved in
the legislative and executive branches,
over to the media. In practical terms
this reserves to the media the control
of freedom itself.

The ACLU has called this proposal a
recipe for disaster. This amendment
makes mincemeat out of the first
amendment. Mincemeat belongs on a
menu, not in the Constitution.

Point four: Being an incumbent is a
formidable advantage and this amend-
ment would make this advantage in-
surmountable.

Spending is the way challengers com-
bat the inherent advantages of incum-
bency, such as name recognition, ac-
cess to media, and franked mail.

Besides, the most important and
plentiful money spent for political pur-
poses is call the Federal budget—$1.6
trillion and rising.

Federal spending—along with the
myriad regulations and subsidizing ac-
tivities such as protectionist meas-
ures—often amounts to vote-buying.

Write a tax bill and wealth is redis-
tributed.

This amendment will allow incum-
bents to write limits on campaign
spending. These limits, when coupled
with the inherent advantages of incum-
bency, will make it more difficult for
challengers to compete.

History gave us 40 years of House
control by Democrats. If this amend-
ment had been law, the ‘‘reasonable’’
limits would have been written decade
after decade in a self-preserving fash-
ion to favor the ruling party. Is there
any doubt that the spending limits
would give any challenger a fighting
chance?

Point five: When amending the con-
stitution, err on the side of caution—
you better be very careful.

Mr. President, today truly is a re-
markable day. In the name of ‘‘cam-
paign finance reform,’’ some of our dis-
tinguished colleagues have come to the
floor to offer a resolution which strikes
at the very heart of one of the fun-
damental freedoms the Founding Fa-
thers of this great Nation sought to
protect. While I agree that our cam-
paign finance laws are in need of
change, amending the first amendment
to allow the Government to restrict po-
litical speech simply is not the way to
reform the system.

The authors of the first amendment
were very straightforward: ‘‘Congress
shall make no law * * * abridging the
freedom of speech.’’

Mr. President, surely none of us here
today agrees with all of the ‘‘speech’’
people in this county make, especially
in this town. I don’t like the fact that
pornography exists. I don’t like vio-
lence on TV But regardless of what I
like, the first amendment protects this
type of speech. While the protections of
the first amendment are not absolute
in all circumstances—we all know that
the amendment does not protect one’s
right to yell ‘‘fire’’ in a crowded thea-
ter—the right to free speech is nearly
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absolute when that speech is directed
toward the political process.

Throughout its jurisprudence, the
Supreme Court has reaffirmed this no-
tion time and time again. In recount-
ing the history of the first amendment,
the Court in the past has observed
that: ‘‘there is practically universal
agreement that a major purpose of the
first amendment was to protect the
free discussion of governmental affairs
* * * of course including discussions of
candidates.’’ The Court also has noted
that: ‘‘It can hardly be doubted that
the constitutional guarantee [of the
right to free speech] has its fullest and
most urgent application precisely to
the conduct for campaigns for political
office.’’

The Court extended these principles
to campaign spending in the Buckley
case and held that restrictions on cam-
paign expenditures are improper under
the first amendment. The Court’s deci-
sion can be summed up very simply: re-
strictions on the resources needed to
make political speech heard are re-
strictions on political speech itself. As
the Court has said, ‘‘the distribution of
the humblest handbill’’ costs money
and the Court consistently and prop-
erly has refused to make a distinction
between the humble handbill and other
forms of political speech. They all de-
serve first amendment protection.

The authors of this proposal are not
so straightforward. It will regulate who
may speak, when, where, for how long,
and for what purpose.

For some, this debate will be about
the wisdom of the Supreme Court’s de-
cision in the Buckley case and those
decisions which followed it. Supporters
of this amendment believe that, if
spending equals speech, then only
those with a lot of money will be able
to participate in the political process.

I look at the problem from a different
perspective: is it at all proper to amend
the organic law of this land to allow
the Government to begin regulating
the political speech of individuals and
groups? It runs contrary to the spirit of
the entire Constitution to answer that
question in the affirmative.

Thomas Jefferson once wrote that
‘‘there are rights which it is useless to
surrender to the government, and
which governments yet have always
sought to invade. Among these are the
rights of thinking and publishing our
thoughts by speaking and writing.’’
This amendment would be the first
step toward surrender, the first step to-
ward putting the Federal Government
in control of all political speech in
America.

Let us take a look at the language of
the proposed amendment, because
there are two areas which I believe
need to be mentioned.

First, the resolution gives Congress
the power to set reasonable limits on
campaign contributions and expendi-
tures. Proponents of this amendment
and campaign finance reform bills like
McCain-Feingold claim that the cur-
rent system favors wealthy candidates

and protects incumbents able to raise
large amounts of money because of
their name recognition, seniority or
membership on important committees.

Yet—under this amendment—who
would be responsible for making the
initial determination of what is ‘‘rea-
sonable’’? Incumbents. Members of
Congress. Setting aside whether it is at
all wise to allow the Government to
regulate political speech, I also wonder
whether this amendment would accom-
plish the goals many of its supporters
would hope for. Government micro-
management of political speech, par-
ticularly by those already entrenched
in government, to me seems like a rec-
ipe for more of the same problems we
currently face.

The proposed amendment also allows
Congress to regulate contributions and
expenditures ‘‘made by, in support of,
or in opposition to’’ a candidate. Under
this language, Congress can regulate
the political speech of candidates, par-
ties, individuals and groups. One group
that apparently remains unregulatable
is the media. By limiting all political
speech, except that by the media, the
role and importance of the media in
the political process would grow
exponentially. I have already discussed
that. Yet despite the power it would
provide to the press, the Washington
Post and New York Times oppose this
amendment. I think I know why.

The first amendment is at the heart
of the basic freedoms all Americans
enjoy, including the freedom to pro-
mote one’s political views. If we amend
the first amendment to limit the polit-
ical speech of candidates and parties,
what is to stop us from amending the
press’s free speech rights if we become
unhappy with their role?

While we all have felt the sting of a
harsh editorial on the pages of a State
or national newspaper, I do not believe
that any of us feel comfortable with
the possibility that Congress could be
in the business of regulating the con-
tent of newspapers. Yet that seems like
the logical next step if this amendment
were to pass.

I understand my colleagues on the
other side of this issue who seek to
‘‘level the playing field’’ or make the
campaign finance system more equi-
table for all participants in the politi-
cal process. We all would like to see
candidates unburdened by the ‘‘money
chase’’ and campaigns free of excessive
negative ads. But this is not the way
for us to get our house in order.

President Eisenhower once told Con-
gress that ‘‘freedom has been defined as
the opportunity for self-discipline * * *
Should we persistently fail to dis-
cipline ourselves, eventually there will
be increasing pressure on government
to redress the failure. By that process
freedom will step by step disappear.’’ I
think that comment sums up where we
are headed with this amendment.

As politicians, we have failed to
bring discipline to the campaign proc-
ess. Rather than give in to the pressure
to redress our failure by restricting the

freedoms offered by the first amend-
ment, I believe that we should look to
other, less onerous, means to achieve
our goals. I support reasonable cam-
paign finance reform legislation, and
have done so in the past. But this pro-
posal goes way beyond reform. It
makes mincemeat of the first amend-
ment.

If the concern is that money corrupts
and a lot of money corrupts absolutely,
there are steps that can be taken that
don’t require amending the Constitu-
tion. Full disclosure is a good way to
provide good government.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
amendment.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished colleague from
New Mexico for an outstanding speech.
I think he is right on the mark. The
issue here is who is going to control po-
litical discourse in this country. And
the Supreme Court has said no one
may do that. That is protected first
amendment speech.

I just wish to thank my good friend
from New Mexico for his thoughts on
the first amendment and say I agree
with him entirely.

Mr. DOMENICI. Might I ask the Sen-
ator a question?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes.
Mr. DOMENICI. I alluded to a couple

of organizations that are openly en-
gaged in trying to get their points
across with the electorate and with
those seeking election. Are there a
number of groups that are involved in
that kind of activity with the Amer-
ican people and with candidates that
have expressed their views on this
amendment?

Mr. MCCONNELL. There certainly
are, I say to my friend from New Mex-
ico. There are periodic meetings in my
office with a coalition in defense of the
first amendment that includes a set of
groups that have never met each other
before. On the left, the American Civil
Liberties Union and the National Edu-
cation Association; on the right, Right
to Life, Christian Coalition, and all
shades of philosophies in between, all
of whom have one thing in common—
they do not want Congress to push
them out, do not want them to push
them off the playing field and keep
them from participating in American
elections.

So this coalition is very active. You
would think, listening to the broadcast
media and reading the Washington
Post, that there was nobody on the
other side of this debate, that Common
Cause was the only conscience out
there pressing for these kinds of re-
forms. Ironically, Common Cause is
against the Hollings constitutional
amendment as well. But there is a
broad coalition, I would say to my
friend from New Mexico. They are very
active, very involved, and do not in-
tend to be taken off the playing field.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Does the Senator

have any idea why they would be op-
posed to it? Can the Senator express
what they said to him?

Mr. MCCONNELL. What they say is
they believe the Supreme Court was
correct when it said they had a right to
support or oppose whomever they
choose in the American political sys-
tem. They know that if Congress is
given the power, either through a con-
stitutional amendment or through a
measure such as McCain-Feingold,
their voices will be quieted, their abil-
ity to participate will be capped, lim-
ited. They are quite concerned about
that and feel that this is not a step in
the right direction, that in fact it is
the worst possible thing you can do. If
you look out at America, we are a
seething cauldron of interests. The
Founding Fathers envisioned that. The
Supreme Court has made it clear that
all those interests have an oppor-
tunity, a right, a constitutional right
to participate in the American politi-
cal system, and these groups don’t
want to be pushed out. They think
their causes are important. They want
to be able to advocate them. They want
to be able to support whomever they
choose.

Mr. DOMENICI. So it seems to me
that if the National Education Associa-
tion opposes this amendment and the
National Rifle Association opposes this
amendment, then they must be saying
that if this were the law of the land,
that some Congress in the future could
do violence to one or the other of them
in terms of their promoting their cause
with the American people and with
candidates. In fact, they must be wor-
ried about whether there might be
some picking and choosing among
those who might have the right to pro-
mote or to participate in the process of
trying to influence candidates and
elections. Is that not correct?

Mr. MCCONNELL. That is absolutely
the case, I say to my friend from New
Mexico. They fear that a Congress,
that a future Congress, will try to
quiet their voices, to push them out of
the process, to make it impossible for
them to support candidates of their
choice. We know that there are
schemes around to do that. There is a
bill that we will be debating this year
absolutely designed to put a limit on
how many people can participate. So
their fear is well-founded, I say to my
friend from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I just
want to continue for a couple more
minutes. I thought I was finished but I
am prompted to say I am not.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Am I recognized, Mr.
President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair.
I am not here saying that Congress

absolutely would do this, that this
would be something that we could just
expect in ordinary times, but I believe

bad laws are made in unordinary times.
I believe bad laws are made when
things are not going well and somebody
decides that they know why they are
not going well. That is why I am reluc-
tant to say Congress, over the scheme
of history, would not act in some al-
most aberrational way to limit speech
if things just were not going right and
it was their decision there was just too
much going on out there in the politi-
cal arena. Those kinds of things have
happened in our history. They have
happened and you look back and say,
how could it have happened? Historians
say all of these different things came
together at the same time and, of
course, some people thought they knew
precisely why and they acted accord-
ingly.

Now, I also commented about the
media collectively as being the big user
of this freedom and, indeed, I think
that is a fair statement. Frankly, I do
not think anybody individually within
that collective media would question
this statement. They are not always
right either. They are not always right
in their conclusions, individually and
collectively. Even if they are not dis-
posed to be philosophically one way or
another, they are frequently wrong.
And yet their wrongness is protected
by the Constitution. The quantity of
that is protected in that if they have
enough money and own enough papers,
they can be as big as they want. Or if
they happen to be a personality that
now gets on the nightly news and has
reached an esteemed position, then
clearly they can say what they like
and it becomes kind of what people
think, what people talk about the next
day. And they might be wrong.

So it seems to me that when you put
all that together, you do not want to
change that. That is a great part of
America. We want to live with that.
Some of us do not think that Congress
ought, with that being the reality, to
have the authority to say how much
you can spend in a campaign to tell
your side of those same facts that oth-
ers are pushing on the public either
through the exercise of their right or
by campaigning and being in the politi-
cal arena.

I yield the floor.
Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky is recognized.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I

thank the Senator from New Mexico
for a very important contribution to
this debate.

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina.
Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-

guished Presiding Officer.
Mr. President, the Senator from

Rhode Island has been in the Chamber
waiting to be recognized, so I will just
take a few moments and ask unani-
mous consent to insert in the RECORD
the ‘‘American Constitutional Law Re-
statement on the Freedom of Speech,’’

by Laurence Tribe, Ralph S. Tyler, Jr.
Professor of Constitutional Law at
Harvard University.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
EXCERPT FROM ‘‘AMERICAN CONSTITUTIONAL

LAW’’
(By Laurence H. Tribe)

* * * * *
COMMUNICATION AND EXPRESSION

§ 12–2. The Two Ways in Which Government
Might ‘‘Abridge’’ Speech—And the Two Cor-
responding ‘‘Tracks’’ of First Amendment
Analysis
Government can ‘‘abridge’’ speech in either

of two ways. First, government can aim at
ideas or information, in the sense of singling
out actions for government control or pen-
alty either (a) because the specific message
or viewpoint such actions express, or (b) be-
cause of the effects produced by awareness of
the information or ideas such actions im-
part. Government punishment of publica-
tions critical of the state would illustrate
(a), as would government discharge of public
employees found in possession of ‘‘subver-
sive’’ literature. Government prohibition of
any act making consumers aware of the
prices of over-the-counter drugs would illus-
trate (b), as would a ban on the teaching of
a foreign language or a prohibition against
discussing a political candidate on the last
day of an election. Second, without aiming
at ideas or information in either of the above
senses, government can constrict the flow of
information and ideas while pursuing other
goals, either (a) by limiting an activity
through which information and ideas might
be conveyed, or (b) by enforcing rules com-
pliance with which might discourage the
communication of ideas or information. Gov-
ernment prohibitions against loudspeakers
in residential areas would illustrate (a). Gov-
ernmental demands for testimony before
grand juries notwithstanding the desire of
informants to remain anonymous would il-
lustrate (b), as would ceilings on campaign
contributions. The first form of abridgment
may be summarized as encompassing govern-
ment actions aimed at communicative im-
pact; the second, as encompassing govern-
ment actions aimed at noncommunicative
impact but nonetheless having adverse ef-
fects on communicative opportunity.

Any adverse government action aimed at
communicative impact is presumptively at
odds with the first amendment. For if the
constitutional guarantee means anything, it
means that, ordinarily at least, ‘‘government
has no power to restrict expression because
of its message, its ideas, its subject matter,
or its content * * *.’’ And if the constitu-
tional guarantee is not to be trivialized, it
must mean that government cannot justify
restrictions on free expression by reference
to the adverse consequences of allowing cer-
tain ideas or information to enter the realm
of discussion and awareness. Whatever might
in theory be said either way, the choice be-
tween ‘‘the dangers of suppressing informa-
tion and the dangers of its misuse if it is
freely available’’ is, ultimately, a choice
‘‘that the First Amendment makes for us.’’

A government action belonging to the sec-
ond category is of a different order alto-
gether. If it is thought intolerable for gov-
ernment to ban all distribution of handbills
in order to combat litter, for example, the
objection must be that the values of free ex-
pression are more important constitu-
tionally than those of clean streets at low
cost; if a ban on noisy picketing in a hospital
zone is acceptable, the reason must be that
the harmful consequences of this particular



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2250 March 13, 1997
form of expressive behavior, quite apart from
any ideas it might convey, outweigh the
good. Where government aims at the non-
communicative impact of an act, the correct
result in any particular case thus reflects
some ‘‘balancing’’ of the competing inter-
ests; regulatory choices aimed at harms not
caused by ideas or information as such are
acceptable so long as they do not unduly
constrict the flow of information and ideas.
In such cases, the first amendment does not
make the choice, but instead requires a
‘‘thumb’’ on the scale to assure that the bal-
ance struck in any particular situation prop-
erly reflects the central position of free ex-
pression in the constitutional scheme.

The Supreme Court has evolved two dis-
tinct approaches to the resolution of first
amendment claims; the two correspond to
the two ways in which government may
‘‘abridge’’ speech. If a government regulation
is aimed at the communicative impact of an
act, analysis should proceed along what we
will call track one. On that track, a regula-
tion is unconstitutional unless government
shows that the message being suppressed
poses a ‘‘clear and present danger,’’ con-
stitutes a defamatory falsehood, or other-
wise falls on the unprotected side of one of
the lines the Court has drawn to distinguish
those expressive acts privileged by the first
amendment from those open to government
regulation with only minimal due process
scrutiny. If a government regulation is
aimed at the noncommunicative impact of
an act, its analysis proceeds on what we will
call track two. On that track, a regulation is
constitutional, even as applied to expressive
conduct, so long as it does not unduly con-
strict the flow of information and ideas. On
track two, the ‘‘balance’’ between the values
of freedom of expression and the govern-
ment’s regulatory interests is struck on a
case-by-case basis, guided by whatever unify-
ing principles may be articulated.

A recurring debate in first amendment ju-
risprudence has been whether first amend-
ment rights are ‘‘absolute’’ in the sense that
government may not ‘‘abridge’’ them at all,
or whether the first amendment requires the
‘‘balancing’’ of competing interests in the
sense that free speech values and the govern-
ment’s competing justifications must be iso-
lated and weighed in each case. The two
poles of this debate are best understood as
corresponding to the two approaches, track
one and track two; on the first, the absolut-
ists essentially prevail; on the second, the
balancers are by and large victorious. While
the ‘‘absolutes’’—‘‘balancing’’ controversy
may have been ‘‘unfortunate, misleading and
unnecessary,’’ it has generated several im-
portant observations. First, the ‘‘balancers’’
are right in concluding that it is impossible
to escape the task of weighing the competing
considerations. Although only the case-by-
case approach of track two takes the form of
an explicit evaluation of the importance of
the governmental interests said to justify
each challenged regulation, similar judg-
ments underlie the categorical definitions on
track one. Any exclusion of a class of activi-
ties from first amendment safeguards rep-
resents an implicit conclusion that the gov-
ernmental interests in regulating those ac-
tivities are such as to justify whatever limi-
tation is thereby placed on the free expres-
sion of ideas. Thus, determinations of the
reach of first amendment protections on ei-
ther track presuppose some form of ‘‘bal-
ancing’’ whether or not they appear to do so.
The question is whether the ‘‘balance’’
should be struck for all cases in the process
of framing particular categorical definitions,
or whether the ‘‘balance’’ should be cali-
brated anew on a case-by-case basis.

The ‘‘absolutists’’ may well have been
right in believing that their approach was

better calculated to protect freedoms of ex-
pression, especially in times of crisis. If the
judicial branch is to protect dissenters from
a majority’s tyranny, it cannot be satisfied
with a process of review that requires a
court to assess after each incident a myriad
of facts, to guess at the risks created by ex-
pressive conduct, and to assign a specific
value to the hard-to-measure worth of par-
ticular instances of free expression. The re-
sults of any such process of review will be
some ‘‘famous victories’’ for the cause of free
expression, but will leave no one very sure
that any particular expressive act will find a
constitutional shield. When the Supreme
Court draws categorical lines, creating rules
of privilege defined in terms of a few factors
largely independent of context, judicial au-
thority speaks directly to the legislature by
means of a facial examination of laws with-
out regard to the context in which they are
applied. And categorical rules, by drawing
clear lines, are usually less open to manipu-
lation because they leave less room for the
prejudices of the factfinder to insinuate
themselves into a decision. The jury after all
is a majoritarian institution, and judges his-
torically have been drawn from more con-
servative groups. Categorical rules thus tend
to protect the system of free expression bet-
ter because they are more likely to work in
spite of the defects in the human machinery
on which we must rely to preserve fun-
damental liberties. The balancing approach
is contrastingly a slippery slope; once an
issue is seen as a matter of degree, first
amendment protections become especially
reliant on the sympathetic administration of
the law.

On track two, when government does not
seek to suppress any idea or message as
such, there seems little escape from this
quagmire of ad hoc judgment, although a few
categorical rules are possible. But on track
one, when the government’s concern is with
message content, it has proven both possible
and necessary to proceed categorically.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this
explains the subjects outside our first
amendment protections. It mentions
the Sullivan case, New York Times,
and others.

One. We are not talking here about
free speech. We are talking about paid
speech. My amendment reads ‘‘expendi-
tures.’’ It has nothing to do with the
free press. The very horrors that are
mentioned could happen today, and in
fact, happened to this particular Sen-
ator in his race for reelection back in
1992 with the Wall Street Journal.

I will get into that in depth, but I am
delighted at this time, Mr. President,
to yield, and I hope the Senator from
Rhode Island can be recognized.

Mr. REED addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from
Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise this
afternoon in support of the Hollings
amendment which I think is a wonder-
ful first step to begin to reform our
campaign finance system. As many of
my distinguished colleagues have men-
tioned in the course of this debate, at
any time when you attempt to amend
the Constitution of the United States,
you do so with trepidation. This is the
fundamental organic document of our
Government. It deserves great respect
and reverence, and we do not do this
lightly.

But today we are facing a crisis of
public confidence in the democratic
order in the United States with respect
to campaign finance reform. If the Con-
stitution and the Court had remained
silent on this issue, we would not be
here today. But the Court has spoken,
first in the case of Buckley versus
Valeo, several years ago, and in its
progeny. Their voice has concluded,
and some would argue not correctly,
but concluded that the first amend-
ment prevents Congress from imposing
limits on campaign expenditures.

If the Court refuses to reassess its
ruling, we have no choice but to pro-
pose to the people of the United States
that in their wisdom they consider an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, and that is why we are
here today. We are not doing this in a
vacuum. We are doing this because of a
crisis in confidence by the public.

To be kind, the public is dis-
enchanted with the American political
system, particularly the American po-
litical campaign finance system. They
see far too much money going to cam-
paigns. They are concerned that this
money is extracting special interest fa-
vors. All of this undermines a sense of
democracy, a sense of participation, a
sense of what it is to be a citizen in
this great country. Last year’s election
saw record fundraising and record ex-
penditures. An unprecedented $2.7 bil-
lion was spent in Federal elections last
year, three times the amount that was
spent the year the Buckley versus
Valeo case was decided. As this money
is poured in, the public is becoming in-
creasingly disenchanted and increas-
ingly disenfranchised from the process.

In a 1992 poll, 84 percent of the elec-
torate stated that Congress was owned
by special interests, a direct reflection,
I think, of the perception of how the
campaign finance system may work.
For the first time in decades, last
year’s Presidential elections saw less
than half of the eligible voters going to
the polls to register their votes. The
American public sees a great problem.
Months ago, in the Washington Post, 80
percent of those surveyed indicated
there was too much money in cam-
paigns and favored the adoption of
campaign spending limits.

For the well-being of our democracy,
for the confidence we must have of its
citizens, as we go about doing our
work, I feel this amendment is in order
and indeed must be enacted.

As I mentioned before, the great
stumbling block to effective limits on
campaign expenditures is the Supreme
Court decision in Buckley versus
Valeo. At the core of that 1976 decision,
there is this language:

The first amendment denies Government
the power to determine that spending to pro-
mote one’s political views is wasteful, exces-
sive, or unwise. In the free society ordained
by our Constitution, it is not the Govern-
ment but the people, individually as citizens
and candidates, and collectively as associa-
tions and political committees, who must re-
tain control over the quantity and range of
debate on public issues in a political cam-
paign.
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That seems to be the core sense of

why the Court decided it. But I suggest
the notion that citizens and even can-
didates are controlling the system
today has been overwhelmed by events,
overwhelmed by an avalanche of money
coming into political campaigns. In
fact, the system that was created
under Buckley versus Valeo has col-
lapsed, in effect, inundated by inde-
pendent expenditures, special interest
expenditures, money by the torrent
coming into campaigns. It is not sur-
prising, then, that the Washington
Post detailed that the special interests
coming into a campaign in Pennsylva-
nia’s 21st Congressional District out-
spent either one of the candidates. In
effect, the candidates control neither
the dialog nor the issues; it was outside
forces, some of them anonymous or at
least ambiguous.

All of this contributed not to what
we think an election should be about,
two candidates or several candidates
presenting their ideas, arguing elo-
quently, reaching out to people. In ef-
fect, the candidates became a sideshow.
It was the battle between special inter-
ests. That is not what the American
people want to see in their elections,
and if we are to control that and con-
strain that, we must have, in this par-
ticular moment, a constitutional
amendment to do so.

The issue about the Buckley versus
Valeo decision is one that constrained
our thought about campaign financing
for many, many years. My colleagues
in this body have offered many propos-
als, legislatively, to correct it. There is
the Feingold-McCain bill. There is
other legislation. Leader DASCHLE has
introduced legislation. I support all of
these. But my fear is if we adopt any
one of them, and I hope we do adopt
campaign finance reform legislatively,
the ingenuity and creativity of lawyers
and consultants will find ways around
it, simply because ultimately we can-
not control the amount of money going
into campaigns. This amendment will
give us that authority.

The concept, also, that unlimited
spending is good, I think, has to be
looked at very skeptically. Unlimited
spending can drown out free speech,
can squelch someone who does not have
the resources to compete. It may not,
in fact, always advance the concept of
a free exchange of ideas in an electoral
campaign.

Many of our leading constitutional
scholars, in fact, have reached this con-
clusion. Paul Freund, the distinguished
professor at Harvard Law School
wrote:

Campaign contributors are operating vi-
cariously through the power of their purse,
rather than through the power of their ideas.
I would scale that relatively lower in the hi-
erarchy of First Amendment values. We are
dealing here not so much with the right of
personal expression or even association, but
with dollars and decibels, and just as the vol-
ume of sounds may be limited by law, so may
the volume of dollars, without violating the
First Amendment.

Judge Skelly Wright, one of our most
distinguished jurists wrote:

Nothing in the First Amendment commits
us to the dogma that money is speech. Far
from stifling First Amendment values, cam-
paign limits actually promote them. In place
of unlimited spending, limits encourage all
to emphasize less expensive, face-to-face
communications, exactly the kind of activi-
ties that promote real dialogue and leave
much less room for manipulation and avoid-
ance of the issues.

In the words of a distinguished New
York School of Law professor, Ronald
Dworkin:

The Buckley decision was a mistake, un-
supported by precedent and contrary to the
best understanding of prior first amendment
jurisprudence. It misunderstood not only
what free speech really is, but what it really
means for free people to govern themselves.

All these experts would conclude that
Buckley versus Valeo in effect is
wrong. But Buckley versus Valeo as it
stands today is the law and, recogniz-
ing that, we are attempting to give the
people of this country a chance,
through the amendment process, to
change that decision, that position of
the Court.

If you look at Buckley versus Valeo,
though, perhaps the best argument I
found against it was contained within
the very confines of the decision. It
was the dissenting opinion of Justice
White. I do not think anyone has to
vouch for Justice White’s fidelity to
the first amendment and the values
that it holds that are dear to us all.
First of all, time has proven Justice
White to be very perceptive, indeed
prophetic. Because he wrote:

Without limits on total expenditures, cam-
paign costs will inevitably and endlessly es-
calate, pressure to raise funds will con-
stantly build, and with it the temptation to
resort to those sources of large sums, who,
history shows, are sufficiently confident of
not being caught to risk flouting contribu-
tion limits.

This is in 1976. Again, recall, since he
wrote those words, campaign spending
has tripled.

He also went on to add:
I have little doubt that limiting the total

that can be spent will ease the candidate’s
understandable obsession with fundraising
and so free him and his staff to communicate
in more places and ways unconnected with
the fundraising function. I regret that, by re-
jecting a limit, the Court has returned them
all to the treadmill.

I would argue there is no one here in
this body who would suggest that that
treadmill is not still there.

I have heard in the debate notions
about how this would infringe on treas-
ured values of the first amendment.
But Justice White, in his opinion,
pointed out that this is not a unique
issue, that the limiting of the quantity
of speech is done routinely.

As he said:
Compulsory bargaining and the right to

strike, both provided for or protected by
Federal law, inevitably have increased the
labor costs of those who publish newspapers.
Federal and State taxation directly removes
from company coffers large amounts of
money that might be spent on larger and
better newspapers. But it has not been sug-
gested, nor could it be successfully, that
these laws, and many others, are invalid be-

cause they siphon off or prevent the accumu-
lation of large sums that would otherwise be
available for communicative activities.

We do on a routine basis require
newspapers, the great champions of the
first amendment, the most vociferous
defenders of the first amendment, to
comply with laws that effectively limit
the quantity of speech that they can
put out. So this notion that what we
are doing today trods on the sacred
core of the first amendment, I do not
think is right.

Indeed, I think we would be better off
to have the Court reassess its opinion
of Buckley and find that these limits
are appropriate under the first amend-
ment. But today, we are left with pre-
senting to the American people the op-
portunity to make that judgment. I
hope that, as I said, Buckley could be
reviewed and indeed be recognized by
the Court to be inappropriate based on
the facts today. They have the author-
ity to do that.

We have the authority to present to
the American public this constitu-
tional amendment. I urge that we do
so.

I want to commend the sponsor, Sen-
ator HOLLINGS, for his leadership, for
his perception of the issue, and for his
unflinching commitment to develop a
campaign finance system that is fair to
all.

One last point. I have also heard in
this debate the notion that this Con-
gress would impose irresponsible and
reckless limits. In reality, any limits
we impose we would all have to recog-
nize and work within. They would be
the same as applied to Republican can-
didates or Democratic candidates.
They would limit the amount of money
that right-wing, special-interest groups
could put in or left-wing, special-inter-
est groups could put in.

They would, in effect, return our
elections to the democratic process
that our citizens believe we should
have, a process by which they can lis-
ten to the voices of the candidates,
they can communicate their views,
they can, in effect, not be drowned out
by an avalanche of money and 30-sec-
ond sound bites. In fact, an election
can be a dialog about democracy and
not about who raises how much money.
I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Again, I commend the Senator for his
great leadership.

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.
Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I will yield in a sec-
ond to the distinguished Senator from
Washington.

I want to thank the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island. He was tor-
tured with the same problem as a Mem-
ber of the House. As a good old West
Point graduate and with the discipline
and the analytical approach that he
has learned over the many years in
public service, we really appreciate his
contribution here today.
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Mr. REED. Thank you.
Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from
Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, Senate
Joint Resolution 18 almost certainly
represents the most serious and fun-
damental attack on first amendment
rights of free speech in the 210-year his-
tory of that first amendment.

Senate Joint Resolution 18 is not
aimed at the entire ambit of free
speech rights. It in no way grants Con-
gress authority over obscenity, over
beer advertising, over fine arts. It is fo-
cused solely on allowing the Congress
sweeping authority over the freedom of
political speech, not just of politicians
but of all citizens and of the news
media that serve those citizens.

The first Congress of the United
States responded to the most serious
objection to the ratification of our
Constitution that was presented during
those ratification debates—the absence
of a bill of rights and, most particu-
larly, the absence of a constitutional
guarantee of free speech.

When James Madison and his col-
leagues drafted the first amendment
and worked on its protection of free
speech, they were not concerned, Mr.
President, about defending obscenity.
They were not concerned with limita-
tions on beer advertising. They were
not concerned with playwrights. They
were concerned with debate over the
political future of the people of the
United States of America.

They believed, as did almost all of
the citizens who worried about a new
Constitution, that the new Govern-
ment might, like its British prede-
cessors, attempt to gag newspapers and
individuals in their pursuit of a free
and open debate over matters political.
So they wrote a first amendment that
was unconditional in that respect.
They wrote a first amendment that
said, ‘‘Congress shall make no
law . . . abridging the freedom of
speech . . .’’ They did not write, as this
resolution would, in paraphrase, ‘‘Con-
gress shall make no law abridging the
freedom of speech except such restric-
tions as Congress may deem reason-
able.’’

Mr. President, you and I and all the
other Members of this body and every
American who has ever run for office
recognizes that, other than that vitally
important meeting of people as individ-
uals on a one-to-one basis, doorbelling,
canvassing, and the like, important
even to those of us who run for the U.S.
Senate but obviously an impossible
tactic when one represents hundreds of
thousands or millions of voters, that
there are fundamentally four ways in
which we can communicate political
ideas in the course of the campaign to
the people who are constituents or
whom we seek to represent.

The first of those, Mr. President, is
through our own campaign commit-
tees. ‘‘Gorton ’94,’’ ‘‘McConnell ’96,’’
‘‘Hollings ’98,’’ formally organized and

set up, receiving campaign contribu-
tions, writing advertisements, schedul-
ing the candidates, doing so in a fairly
transparent fashion. That is the first
one.

The second way which our ideas can
be communicated to those whom we
seek to represent is through the party
organizations with which we are affili-
ated. All candidates for Federal office
are members of organized political par-
ties. Most candidates for State office
and many for local office are as well. In
fact, in almost every State the only
identifier on the ballot in addition to
the name of the candidate is the politi-
cal party that candidate identifies
with. So the Republican Party and the
Democratic Party, and the Socialist
Worker Party also, involves itself in
campaigns communicating en mass in
the ways that they consider to be most
effective with the voters.

The third way of communicating po-
litical ideas, Mr. President, is by the
independent activity of individuals or
organizations who are not, under most
circumstances, directly connected with
either the candidate or with any politi-
cal party but who have a vital interest,
on behalf of themselves as individuals
or as members of organizations in
which they are a part in the political
future of the country, in who is elected
to particular offices.

As I say, they may be individuals,
they may be very wealthy individuals,
they may be organizations from one
end of the political spectrum to an-
other, but they communicate quite
freely and without any censorship from
Congress their ideas about political
elections, their support for candidates,
their opposition to candidates.

Finally, the fourth way in which po-
litical ideas about elections get to the
voters is through our mass media—
through radio, television and the news-
papers—many of which are vitally in-
terested in these ideas, many of which
literally editorialize and endorse, but
even when they don’t, they commu-
nicate such ideas as they deem rel-
evant in explaining the positions of the
various candidates.

Senate Joint Resolution 18 is, I must
say, philosophically consistent and in-
tellectually honest in that it permits
Congress to regulate all four of those
activities. It allows Congress to put
reasonable limits on contributions or
expenditures by, in support of, or in op-
position to candidates for Federal of-
fice. That covers the candidates’ com-
mittees, that covers the political par-
ties, that covers the totally independ-
ent individuals and groups, and that
covers the newspapers and television
stations and radio stations that par-
ticipate in these political campaigns.

I say, Mr. President, that this pro-
posal is philosophically consistent and
logical and principled in making no
real distinction among those four
methods of contribution, because, of
course, the present campaign law does
not. The law under which we operate
today puts very real limits on can-

didates’ campaign organizations, limits
which, by the operation of inflation,
have grown smaller in each successive
election cycle on contributions from
organizations or from individuals to
those candidates, significant disclosure
requirements on the source of those
contributions, so significant that on
many occasions, it would seem that
our newspapers spend more time and
more column inches reporting con-
tributions than they do on reporting
ideas.

The 1974 law imposes some, but
vaguer, restrictions on contributions
to and expenditures by political par-
ties. It was unable, as a matter of con-
stitutional law, to impose any signifi-
cant restrictions on independent ex-
penditures, and it made no attempt to
impose any restrictions on the news
media, recognizing even then the un-
constitutionality of doing so.

What has been the net impact of the
set of restrictions that we have today?
In almost direct ratio to the restric-
tions on the amount of money that in-
dividuals and organizations can con-
tribute to candidates, it has caused
those individuals and organizations,
when they feel passionately about a
candidate, either for or against, to fun-
nel their contributions to the political
parties whom they know would support
those candidates. And so we have the
challenge of soft money today, largely
because those who contribute soft
money to political parties cannot con-
tribute that money in hard form to the
candidates themselves.

This, all by itself, has made political
campaigns less satisfactory and can-
didates less responsible. Each of us as a
candidate is responsible directly for
the way in which he or she conducts his
or her campaign. When our name is on
the disclaimer of a television ad, we
cannot disown it. When we have re-
ported a contribution from an individ-
ual or a group, we cannot disown it.
But even when that advertisement or
that political activity comes from our
political party, we can, to a certain ex-
tent, disassociate ourselves from the
ideas or the messages involved. We
may very well, we hope, benefit from it
when they support us, but we cannot
guarantee that we will gain such a ben-
efit.

Now we have waiting in the wings,
subject to validation only, I believe, if
we adopt this constitutional amend-
ment, a set of similar restrictions on
political parties. If we adopt such a
system of restrictions on political par-
ties, Mr. President, it seems to me we
know clearly what will happen, because
it is already happening. Those same
groups, those same individuals who feel
passionately about Federal elections
today and who are barred from provid-
ing the support they want to provide to
the candidate directly, are barred from
providing that support to the can-
didate’s political party, will simply do
it on their own.

Last Sunday’s Washington Post had
an interesting article about the 1996
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campaigns, the headline of which is:
‘‘For Their Targets, Mystery Groups’
Ads Hit Like Attacks From Nowhere.’’
The airwaves were filled with this kind
of activity at the end of 1996—organiza-
tions with fictional names engaged
mostly in negative advertising against
particular candidates, the source of
support for which was unknown and,
therefore, the responsibility for the
content of which was unknown. But as
long as we have a Congress that im-
pinges on every aspect of our social and
individual and economic lives, we will
have individuals who wish to partici-
pate and will participate in that fash-
ion if they are not allowed to partici-
pate more directly and more openly.

So Senate Joint Resolution 18 very
clearly will allow Congress to put lim-
its on that kind of political participa-
tion. So it will say, in the ultimate
analysis, we can do whatever we think
is reasonable to shut people up when it
comes to political debates.

Now, that still leaves the fourth ele-
ment of communication: the radio, tel-
evision stations, and the newspapers of
this country. Very likely, the first bill
that went through Congress after this
constitutional amendment passed
would not affect them, but they would
sure be in clover, Mr. President, be-
cause then, with the candidate and the
candidate’s supporters and the can-
didate’s proponents all muzzled, the
only source of information would be
the mass news media.

But now this passionately devoted
and wealthy individual or this passion-
ately devoted organization would soon
find the answer to that question: Buy a
newspaper; buy a television station.
Then you are entirely free to spend all
the money you want on political com-
munication, totally divorced from any
responsibility on the part of the can-
didate at all.

So the next law, Mr. President, will
limit what the newspapers and the tel-
evision stations and radio stations can
do.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GORTON. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. MCCONNELL. There is a bill we
will be discussing later this year called
McCain-Feingold, which seeks, in this
Senator’s judgment, to essentially shut
down legislative-advocacy-type inde-
pendent expressions and to make al-
most impossible the ability of outside
groups to engage in independent ex-
penditures.

My question to my friend from Wash-
ington is, given the fact that we have
bills that go that far now, given this
authority under this constitutional
amendment to set ‘‘reasonable limits,’’
is it not possible that Congress might
decide such expenditures should be
shut down entirely, that there is noth-
ing reasonable about them, and that
those voices should be quieted alto-
gether?

Mr. GORTON. Congress, if this should
be part of the Constitution, might well

make just such a decision on the rel-
atively rational grounds that all politi-
cal speech they want to be directly at-
tributable to candidates and not to per-
mit anyone to engage in a partisan po-
litical debate except through the can-
didate’s committees.

Now, I must say to my friend from
Kentucky, I doubt that would happen
in the Congress immediately after the
adoption of a constitutional amend-
ment like this. The sponsors of this
constitutional amendment are all sup-
porters of the McCain-Feingold pro-
posal, and my inclination is that they
would be content with the passage of
that legislation with this constitu-
tional provision in effect.

They know, or at least the most
thoughtful and principled of them
know, that McCain-Feingold is bla-
tantly unconstitutional under the first
amendment as the first amendment ex-
ists today. I rather imagine they would
be satisfied with this reform as their
predecessors were satisfied with the
1974 reforms. As soon as this reform
showed itself to be as ineffective as 1974
has, as soon as it had pushed commu-
nication into another channel, they
would be back to close off that chan-
nel.

At the present time, their frustration
stems almost entirely from the fact
that they are only permitted to dam
one channel of the river, and all the
water just goes around the other side
of the island and flows into the politi-
cal system to the same extent or to a
greater extent than it does at the
present time. This constitutional
amendment allows them to dam the
whole river for good and permanently.

It is for exactly that reason that I
say, Mr. President, this is certainly the
most fundamental attack on the most
fundamental of American freedoms
that has taken place in this body in the
14-plus years during which I have
served and, I think, probably in the 210
years since the first amendment was
adopted by the first Congress.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GORTON. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Since the Congress
composed entirely of incumbents has
the power to determine what is a rea-
sonable limit directly on campaigns,
would it not be entirely conceivable, I
ask my friend from Washington, in the
very near future, if not in the very
same Congress, after this became part
of the Constitution, that these incum-
bents might seek to limit spending in
campaigns directly by the candidates
themselves standing for reelection and
a challenger, quite dramatically?

Most incumbents start out with a
pretty substantial lead unless they are
running against a famous athlete, a
movie star, or sitting Governor. It has
often been described as the incumbent
looking at it as a football field, and the
incumbent at the beginning of the cam-
paign is at the 40-yard line and sprint-
ing toward the goalline; the challenger

is back on the 5-yard line with 95 yards
to go. Might not this Congress com-
posed entirely of incumbents decide to
set a spending limit of, say, $50,000 per
House of Representatives race and de-
clare that reasonable?

Mr. GORTON. Congress would cer-
tainly have the authority to pass just
such a law, I say, Mr. President, to my
friend from Kentucky. I think as a
former State attorney general, he has
argued a number of cases in the Su-
preme Court. I would probably be will-
ing to take that challenge on a reason-
able basis to the Supreme Court of the
United States, and I might well win at
that $50,000 figure.

But the vice of this constitutional
amendment is that I would have to do
that in the first place, and there would
be an argument that that was a reason-
able limitation. When we start down
this road, we put the right of free
speech and political matters of the peo-
ple of the United States into the hands
of Congress.

As the Senator from New Mexico said
earlier, each of us believes sufficiently
in this system to hold the opinion that
most of the time we do the right thing
and that almost all of the time we try
to do the right thing. We are probably
least likely to do the right thing when
it affects our own individual fates and
our own individual careers. Even when
we are, we sometimes, at least, can
make mistakes. That, I must say, is
obviously the reason that Madison and
the first Congress wrote the first
amendment in unequivocal terms with
a primary focus on political speech.
They simply did not wish to give this
authority to Congress, and they were
right.

The Supreme Court of the United
States, in dealing with the 1974 law in
Buckley versus Valeo, I think put the
issue in the simplest and clearest fash-
ion when it says,

In the free society ordained by our Con-
stitution, it is not the Government, but the
people individually as citizens and can-
didates, and collectively as associations and
political committees, who must retain con-
trol over the quantity and range of debate on
public issues in a political campaign.

That is the central issue here. Is this
a matter that is up to the judgment of
the people as individuals and as mem-
bers of organizations? Or is it up to the
Government—in this case a self-inter-
ested Government—to say what is rea-
sonable? You and I, Mr. President, and
the Senator from Kentucky and I be-
lieve that this is a matter for people as
individuals and as members of vol-
untary associations. The proponents of
this constitutional amendment believe
this is a matter for the Government.
Between us, there is a great gulf fixed
which cannot be bridged. We stand on
the Constitution as it was written by
the Founding Fathers. We stand on a
faith in the people, and we reject the
interference of the Federal Govern-
ment on this question.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
want to thank the distinguished Sen-
ator from Washington for his eloquent
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defense of the first amendment. He cer-
tainly encapsulated, better than I
could ever, exactly what the heart of
this debate is. I thank him very much
for his support and contribution.

I yield the floor.
Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

KEMPTHORNE). The Senator from Ari-
zona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, daily we
are learning of new allegations and rev-
elations regarding how last year’s elec-
tions were financed. Just yesterday, we
learned that the Chinese Government
created a $1.8 million fund with which
it sought to influence up to 30 Members
of Congress with campaign contribu-
tions.

The Congress now faces a monu-
mental task. How can the system be ef-
fectively and fairly changed? The an-
swer is both simple and daunting: by
passing comprehensive, bipartisan
campaign finance reform. Some openly
oppose campaign finance reform. One
of the leaders, if not the leader, my
friend, Senator MCCONNELL, is there. I
admire him and respect the fact that
he is a standup guy. He does not hide
that fact. Others have said to me, ‘‘I
am for campaign finance reform, just
not yours.’’ I challenge my colleagues
and say that every aspect of Senator
FEINGOLD’s and my bill is open for de-
bate. Everyone is welcome at the table.
I believe there is no excuse for inac-
tion.

Real reform must do two things. It
must limit the influence of money in
campaigns, and it must level the play-
ing field between challengers and in-
cumbents. I believe those two prin-
ciples cannot be compromised, but the
rest is up for negotiation.

I find that there are fewer and fewer
Americans—in fact, recent polls show
that 9 out of 10 Americans believe that
we must repair this system and that it
is out of control. I just heard my col-
leagues talking about how in 1974 it
didn’t work, and if we passed further
campaign finance reform, somehow
that would be bad, as it was bad in 1974.

Now, Mr. President, I wasn’t in Con-
gress in 1974, but I am very aware that,
in 1972, there were people walking
around this town with valises full of
hundred dollar bills. The stories I have
heard concerned people being asked to
contribute 1 or 2 percent of their gross
income. Somehow to allege that the
changes made in 1974 didn’t help reform
the system I think, frankly, flies in the
face of facts. The facts are that, as a
result of the 1974 reforms, we did fix
the system for quite a while. Mr. Presi-
dent, when I was elected to Congress in
1982, there was a far different environ-
ment than exists today in fundraising.
The fact is, it worked for quite a while,
and then loopholes were exploited, Su-
preme Court decisions gave additional
avenues for the funneling of so-called
‘‘soft money’’ into campaigns, and it is
out of control again.

Mr. President, in 1986, we reformed
the tax system in this country—sup-

ported overwhelmingly here in Con-
gress—and closed some tax loopholes.
We took several million people off the
tax rolls, and it was generally ap-
plauded. We fixed the system to a sig-
nificant degree. We all know now, in
1997, we need to fix the tax system
again. I say to you, in 1974, much need-
ed reforms were enacted by an over-
whelming majority of Congress. They
did some good things. It did clean up
the system dramatically.

Now circumstances and times have
changed. We all know the problems,
Mr. President. We all know the prob-
lems. They are made abundantly clear
by picking up any newspaper today.
The pursuit of funds and money has be-
come a full-time occupation, and the
average citizen no longer has the same
voice in Washington, DC, that they did
years ago.

Earlier this week, a man who I have
not only grown to respect and admire
enormously, but I have also become a
good friend with over the many years I
have been here and worked very closely
with, is Senator FORD from the other
side of the aisle. I think many would
describe Senator FORD, with admira-
tion, as a partisan member of his
party. I also know that there are many
others of us who have had the oppor-
tunity of working with him for many,
many years. If you want to reach a leg-
islative result and you want to reach it
in a nonpartisan and, if necessary, bi-
partisan fashion, you sit down with
WENDELL FORD, along with, by the way,
my friend from South Carolina, Sen-
ator HOLLINGS. Example: At the end of
last year, we were able to pass legisla-
tion which was the most massive
change in aviation, how we fund and
structure it, since 1978 when we deregu-
lated the airline industry. WENDELL
FORD, acting in a bipartisan fashion,
made that legislation possible. I in-
tend, as is appropriate, when the time
comes, to elaborate on my feelings of
affection and respect for Senator FORD.

One of the things Senator FORD men-
tioned as the reason why he was not
going to seek reelection was because he
was going to have to raise $100,000 a
week between now and election day. He
also added, in his own inimitable style,
that his wife would not allow him to
rent out the spare bedroom. But the
fact is, Mr. President, that every time
one of our Members leaves this body,
they cite the money chase. They cite
the problem that money has become
the overriding factor in the determina-
tion of candidacy and outcome. That
should not be, Mr. President.

Ask anyone who is considering run-
ning for public office. They come here
to Washington, DC, because they need
the support of the party people and the
money and the PAC’s and the interest
groups, and they will tell you they are
only asked one question when they an-
nounce they are going to seek election,
and one question only. It’s not, ‘‘How
do you stand on taxes?’’ or ‘‘on the role
of Government,’’ or ‘‘how do you feel
about national defense?’’ There is only

one question they are asked, Mr. Presi-
dent: ‘‘Where are you going to get the
money?’’

When we get into a full-blown debate
on this issue—which I hope we will be-
cause I still hold the fervent hope and
belief that we will address campaign fi-
nance reform on this floor in one way
or another before this year is out, and
I don’t know when that will be—I sug-
gest that it will only be done in a
meaningful fashion when there is suffi-
cient anger and outrage on the part of
the American people who demand that
we fix this broken system, and not
until.

I don’t think we really ought to de-
bate this until we are ready to achieve
a legislative result. I don’t know when
that will be, Mr. President. But I can
tell you, we are a heck of a lot closer
to that point than we were, say, 6
months ago. I believe 3 months from
now, or 2 months from now—after the
hearings Senator THOMPSON is going to
be holding—there will be a much great-
er impetus and desire on the part of the
American people that we more thor-
oughly and completely address this
issue and try to fix the broken system.
I believe that we can and should and
will. It used to be that we waged a bat-
tle of ideas between candidates. The
battle was well fought and hard won on
the election battlefield. Now it is the
battle of the bucks.

Again, at an appropriate time, I will
talk about the well-known public facts
and how much campaign costs have
risen, how much it costs to run a Sen-
ate race, how much it costs in order to
buy television, and how much soft
money has grown in exponential num-
bers to the point where, according to
the Washington Post not long ago, the
cost of Federal campaigns was well
over $2 billion, whether they be small
States or large States.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
the constitutional amendment is the
answer. We can enact campaign finance
reform without a constitutional
amendment. S. 25, the McCain-
Feingold bill, is fully consistent with
the law. I can point out many more
constitutional scholars, including a
former chief counsel of the ACLU, as to
constitutionality because it is based
primarily on voluntary spending lim-
its.

The Supreme Court has ruled that we
cannot stop someone who is willing to
spend an unlimited amount of money
to campaign for a Federal office from
doing so.

This bill provides strong incentives
for candidates to voluntarily comply
with spending limits regardless of per-
sonal wealth. Candidates who choose to
spend unlimited amounts of their own
money receive none of the benefits
under our legislation.

Mr. President, there is an argument
that is being bandied about that some-
how we cannot place a limit on soft
money, that it would be unconstitu-
tional to do so. I find that curious. I
find that curious because the courts
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have clearly allowed the Congress to
place limits on contributions to cam-
paigns. We have placed an individual
limit of $2,000. We placed a PAC limit
of $10,000. We do not allow a corpora-
tion or a union to provide any direct
contributions. Yet somehow people on
this floor are saying somehow it would
be unconstitutional to place limits on
soft money. There is no rational con-
stitutional argument there in my view.
There is no justifiable need for soft
money. All contributions made to the
party should be done using hard, fully
traceable, fully disclosed dollars. There
is no constitutional right to soft
money. The courts have stated that
any contribution can be limited.

I will submit for the RECORD those
court decisions that have stated that
any contribution can be limited.

As you know, Mr. President, my good
friend Paul Taylor has worked tire-
lessly to promote the idea of free
broadcast time. Broadcasters use spec-
trum that is owned by the American
people. As such, the Congress and the
courts have agreed that when the Gov-
ernment gives out licenses to the
broadcasters—enabling them to oper-
ate—that such licenses may be condi-
tioned on certain activities deemed to
be in the public interest.

When each broadcaster receives a li-
cense, they sign on that license that
they agree to act in the public interest.

Some of the opponents of the
McCain-Feingold legislation complain
incorrectly that the bill will limit indi-
viduals free speech. As I have just ex-
plained, the bill is compatible with the
Constitution. But there is even a great-
er question that must be asked. If
spending is akin to free speech, then
how much speech does an individual
without means have? If money is free
speech, how much free speech does a
person without money have?

On March 2, on CNN a woman from
Bartlesville, OK, called in, and, said, ‘‘I
have a question for you. I’m a Repub-
lican, supposedly. I’m more Independ-
ent than anything else. But I want to
ask you something. At $735 a month,
how much freedom of speech do I have?
I cannot contribute to these big cam-
paigns.’’

Mr. President, men and women all
over America ask in response to the
equation of money and free speech
about how much freedom of speech
they have if they are a moderate- or
low-income American. Where is her
voice? Where is the voice of the woman
from Bartlesville, OK? What can be
done to ensure that her voice is not
overwhelmed by the voices of monied
special interests?

Spending limits will do more to both
level the playing field between chal-
lengers and incumbents and give a
voice to individuals who either give lit-
tle or can afford to give nothing at all.

The most money tends to win elec-
tions. And this is the incumbent pro-
tection system. The reality is that the
current, perverse system under which
the richest takes all has resulted in en-
trenched incumbents.

The Congressional Research Service
has compiled an analysis of congres-
sional races in recent years, and the
conclusion of that study is that the
candidate who raises and spends the
most money, even if that money is his
or her own, usually wins the elections.
As I have said before, elections should
be about message and ideas. I do not
believe it was an accident that in the
last election we had the lowest voter
turnout in any time in the history of
Presidential elections in this century.

Mr. President, I have a letter from
Common Cause. I quote:

Dear Senator: The Senate is expected to
vote later this week on a proposed constitu-
tional amendment to provide Congress with
the ability to impose mandatory limits on
campaign spending, thus overriding a por-
tion of the Supreme Court’s 1976 decision in
Buckley v. Valeo.

Common Cause opposes the constitutional
amendment because it will serve as a diver-
sionary tactic that could prevent Congress
from passing campaign reform this year. We
believe that a constitutional amendment is
not necessary in order to achieve meaningful
and comprehensive reform.

Congress needs to act now to address the
growing scandal in the campaign finance sys-
tem. Congress can act now—and constitu-
tionally—to adopt major reforms. Congress
need not and should not start a reform proc-
ess that will take years to complete by pur-
suing campaign finance reform through a
constitutional amendment. Instead, the Sen-
ate should focus its efforts on enacting S. 25,
comprehensive bipartisan legislation that
represents real reform. It is balanced, fair,
and should be enacted this year to ensure
meaningful reform of the way congressional
elections are financed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be made part of
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

COMMON CAUSE,
Washington, DC, March 12, 1997.

DEAR SENATOR: The Senate is expected to
vote later this week on a proposed constitu-
tional amendment to provide Congress with
the ability to impose mandatory limits on
campaign spending, thus overriding a por-
tion of the Supreme Court’s 1976 decision in
Buckley v. Valeo.

Common Cause opposes the constitutional
amendment because it will serve as a diver-
sionary tactic that could prevent Congress
from passing campaign finance reform this
year. We believe that a constitutional
amendment is not necessary in order to
achieve meaningful and comprehensive re-
form.

Under existing Supreme Court doctrine,
Congress has significant scope to enact
tough and effective campaign finance reform
consistent with the Court’s interpretation of
the First Amendment in Buckley.

The McCain-Feingold bill, S. 25, provides
for significant reform within the framework
of the Buckley decision. The legislation
would: ban soft money; provide reduced post-
age rates and free or reduced cost television
time as incentives for congressional can-
didates to agree to restrain their spending;
close loopholes related to independent ex-
penditures and campaign ads that masquer-
ade as ‘‘issue advocacy’’; reduce the influ-
ence of special-interest political action com-
mittee (PAC) money; strengthen disclosure
and enforcement.

A recent letter to Senators McCain and
Feingold from constitutional scholar Burt
Neuborne, the Legal Director of the Brennan
Center for Justice and a past National Legal
Director of the ACLU, sets forth the case
that the McCain-Feingold bill is constitu-
tional. Professor Neuborne finds that the
key provisions of the bill are within the
Court’s existing interpretation of the First
Amendment, and he thus demonstrates that
a constitutional amendment is not necessary
to enact reform.

Professor Neuborne concludes that the vol-
untary spending limits in the McCain-
Feingold bill are consistent with the Su-
preme Court’s ruling in Buckley. He further
concludes that ‘‘Congress possesses clear
power to close the soft money loophole by re-
stricting the source and size of contributions
to political parties. . . .’’ He also concludes
that efforts to close loopholes relating to
independent expenditures and so-called
‘‘issue ads’’ are also within Congress’ exist-
ing authority.

It is, therefore, not necessary to amend the
Constitution in order to enact meaningful
campaign finance reform. Congress has the
power, consistent with the First Amend-
ment, to enact comprehensive reform by
statute.

A constitutional amendment for campaign
finance reform should not be used as a way
to delay reform legislation. Typically,
amending the Constitution takes years.
After both Houses of Congress adopt an
amendment by a two-thirds vote, it has to be
approved by three-quarters of the state legis-
latures. Even then, the Congress would still
have to take up enacting legislation. This is
a lengthy and arduous process.

Congress needs to act now to address the
growing scandal in the campaign finance sys-
tem. Congress can act now—and constitu-
tionally—to adopt major reforms. Congress
need not and should not start a reform proc-
ess that will take years to complete by pur-
suing campaign finance reform through a
constitutional amendment. Instead, the Sen-
ate should focus its efforts on enacting S. 25,
comprehensive bipartisan legislation that
represents real reform. It is balanced, fair,
and should be enacted this year to ensure
meaningful reform of the way congressional
elections are financed.

Sincerely,
ANN MCBRIDE,

President.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I also
would like at this time to have printed
in the RECORD by unanimous consent a
letter that is by Mr. Burt Neuborne
who is the Legal Director at the Bren-
nan Center for Justice.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

BRENNAN CENTER FOR JUSTICE,
New York, NY, March 3, 1996.

Hon. JOHN MCCAIN,
Hon. RUSSELL FEINGOLD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS MCCAIN AND FEINGOLD. I
am writing in response to a letter to Senator
Mitch McConnell, dated February 20, 1997,
from the American Civil Liberties Union, ar-
guing that critical provisions of S.25, the Bi-
partisan Campaign Reform Act of 1997, are
unconstitutional under existing Supreme
Court precedent. I am the John Norton
Pomeroy Professor of Law at New York Uni-
versity and Legal Director of the Brennan
Center for Justice. I served as National
Legal Director of the American Civil Lib-
erties Union during the 1980’s, and remain
active in defense of the First Amendment. I
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continue to serve as an ACLU volunteer
counsel. I believe, however, that the ACLU
letter on S.25 is simply wrong in a number of
assertions, despite the fact that it was writ-
ten by an able lawyer whom I respect and ad-
mire.

In assessing the ACLU’s views on the con-
stitutionality of S.25, it is important to re-
call that the ACLU believes that an restric-
tion on campaign financing is unconstitu-
tional, even those restrictions upheld by the
Supreme Court in Buckley v. Valeo. The
only Justice on the current Court who ac-
cepts the ACLU’s position is Justice Clar-
ence Thomas. Thus, the ACLU is quite right
in predicting that Justice Thomas would find
S.25 unconstitutional—but quite wrong in
claiming that a majority of the Court would
condemn critical parts of the statue.
I. EFFORTS TO PERSUADE CANDIDATES TO LIMIT

CAMPAIGN SPENDING VOLUNTARILY BY PRO-
VIDING THEM WITH VALUABLE INDUCEMENTS
LIKE FREE TELEVISION TIME ARE CONSTITU-
TIONAL

The ACLU argues that Title I of S.25,
which asks candidates to limit campaign
spending in return for free or subsidized
broadcast time and subsidized mailing rates,
is unconstitutional. But, in Buckley, the
Court approved precisely such an approach
when it upheld the offer of campaign sub-
sidies to Presidential candidates in return
for a promise to limit campaign spending.

The fact is that the ACLU still believes the
Buckley Court was wrong when it upheld
Congress right to condition public campaign
subsidies on a promise to limit campaign
spending. But the ACLU lost that argument.
It is, to say the least, difficult for the ACLU
to argue that a far lesser set of inducements
in S.25 would violate the First Amendment.
In effect, the ACLU argues that virtually
any inducement offered to a candidate to
persuade her to limit campaign spending is
unconstitutional as a form of indirect ‘‘coer-
cion’’. But the Buckley Court clearly distin-
guished between inducements designed to
elicit a voluntary decision to limit spending,
and coercive mandates that impose involun-
tary spending ceilings. If giving a Presi-
dential candidate a $60,000,000 subsidy is a
constitutional inducement, surely providing
free television time and reduced postal rates
falls into the same category of acceptable in-
ducement. Merely because a deal is too good
to pass up does not render it unconstitution-
ally ‘‘coercive’’.

II. CEILINGS ON CONTRIBUTIONS BY PACS ARE
CONSTITUTIONAL

The ACLU argues that a $1,000 cap on con-
tributions from PACs, and a 20% limit on
PAC contributions to a particular candidate
violate the First Amendment. Once again,
the ACLU’s constitutional position is trace-
able to an issue that it lost in Buckley, but
continues to re-argue in Congress.

In Buckley, the ACLU challenged the $1,000
ceiling on campaign contributions, arguing
that campaign contributions were entitled to
the same level of free speech protection as
campaign expenditures. The Supreme Court
rejected the ACLU’s argument, and upheld
the ceiling on contributions. Indeed, in the
years since Buckley, the Supreme Court has
upheld every contribution limit that has
come before it in an election context. Cali-
fornia Medical Ass’n v. FEC, 453 U.S. 182
(1981); FEC v. National Right to Work Com-
mittee, 459 U.S. 197 (1982). If Congress may
limit contributions from individuals to
$1,000, surely the First Amendment does not
require preferential treatment of PACS. If
individuals can be restricted to $1,000, so can
PACS.

Moreover, Congress may surely determine
that the greatest risk of corruption occurs in
connection with campaign contributions

from self-interested, interest PACS. Accord-
ingly, placing a 20% ceiling on PAC contribu-
tions in well within Congress’ power to pre-
vent corruption, or the appearance, or the
appearance of corruption, by placing limits
on overtly self-interested campaign con-
tributions.
III. LIMITS ON ENORMOUS CAMPAIGN CONTRIBU-

TIONS TO POLITICAL PARTIES FROM CORPORA-
TIONS, LABOR UNIONS, AND WEALTHY CON-
TRIBUTORS ARE CONSTITUTIONAL

The ACLU argues that the First Amend-
ment prevents Congress from closing the no-
torious ‘‘soft money’’ loophole that threat-
ens to destroy the integrity of the Presi-
dential campaign process. In the most recent
Presidential campaign, donors poured more
than $250 million through the soft money
loophole to political parties, ostensibly for
use in building local parties, registering vot-
ers, and increasing voter turnout. The vast
bulk of soft money contributions came from
corporations and labor unions, barred by law
from participating directly in federal cam-
paigns, or from wealthy individuals anxious
to contribute in excess of existing contribu-
tion ceilings.

The ACLU argues that the First Amend-
ment prohibits Congress from closing the
loophole. But, once again, the ACLU’s con-
stitutional position is simply a reprise of ar-
guments it has lost in the Supreme Court. In
Buckley, the ACLU argued that any effort to
limit campaign contributions violated the
First Amendment, an argument the Court
rejected. In later cases, the Court also dis-
missed the argument that corporations and
labor unions have a right to use their money
to influence federal elections. See, e.g., Aus-
tin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce, 494
U.S. 652 (1990); FEC v. Nat’l Right to Work
Comm., 459 U.S. 197 (1982).

In 1978, the FEC, reversing an earlier rul-
ing, opened a seemingly modest loophole in
the contribution rules by allowing corpora-
tions, labor unions, and wealthy individuals
to contribute funds directly to a political
party free from the usual restrictions on
contributions, as long as the funds were to be
used in connection with local party building,
voter registration or other activity not di-
rectly connected to a federal election. In the
years since, the soft money loophole has be-
come a threat to the integrity of the regu-
latory system. Hundreds of millions of dol-
lars pour through the loophole each year to
both major political parties from contribu-
tors who are barred from contributing di-
rectly to a federal campaign. The funds are
often solicited by federal candidates and
spent in ways designed to advance their can-
didacies. More ominously, the forbidden do-
nors, if their contributions are large enough,
are rewarded by both parties with preferred
access to public officials, creating precisely
the appearance of corruption that justifies
restricting large campaign contributions in
the first place. Thus, unless one accepts the
ACLU’s premise that contributions can
never be limited no matter what the size and
no matter what the source (and even Justice
Thomas has not gone that far), Congress pos-
sesses clear power to close the soft money
loophole by restricting the source and size of
contributions to political parties just as it
does for contributions to candidates.

The ACLU’s suggestion that the recent Su-
preme Court decision in Colorado Republican
Party provides First Amendment support for
a soft money loophole is flatly wrong. Colo-
rado Republican Party was an ‘‘expenditure’’
case, not a ‘‘contribution’’ case, and it in-
volved hard money, not soft. It held, merely,
that when a political party makes an ex-
penditure attacking the candidate of another
party six months before selecting its own
candidate, the expenditure should be treated

as an independent expenditure, as long as the
funds come in small amounts from donors
who are eligible to contribute to a federal
campaign. The Court did not hold that ineli-
gible donors, like corporations, labor unions
and wealthy individuals, have a constitu-
tional right to buy preferred access to public
officials by pouring unlimited amounts of
cash into a political party’s coffers.

The most relevant Supreme Court decision
is not Colorado Republican Party, but Aus-
tin v. Michigan Chamber of Commerce,
where the Supreme Court held that corpora-
tions can be walled off from the electoral
process by forbidding both corporate con-
tributions and corporate independent ex-
penditures because they have the capacity to
distort the democratic process. Surely, the
law cannot be that Congress has the power to
prevent corporations from giving money di-
rectly to a candidate, or from expending
money on behalf of a candidate, but lacks
the power to prevent the corporation from
pouring unlimited funds into the candidate’s
political party in order to buy preferred ac-
cess to him after the election.
IV. THE NARROW LIMITS ON COORDINATED EX-

PENDITURES BY POLITICAL PARTIES IMPOSED
BY S. 25 ARE CONSTITUTIONAL

Colorado Republican Party holds that po-
litical parties are entitled to make truly
independent expenditures on the same terms
and conditions as other entities. Since the
expenditure at issue in Colorado Republican
Party was made six months before the par-
ty’s candidate was selected, there obviously
was no coordination between the party and
the candidate. The case says nothing, how-
ever, about coordinated expenditures. In-
deed, the critical swing Justices—Justices
Breyer, Souter, and O’Connor—explicitly re-
fused to decide how to treat coordinated ex-
penditures, noting that if coordinated ex-
penditures were treated like independent ex-
penditures, the critical line between con-
tribution and expenditure would be de-
stroyed, since every forbidden contribution
could be recycled as a coordinated expendi-
ture.

S. 25 attempts to deal with coordinated ex-
penditures by providing that once a political
party makes contributions, and engages in
coordinated activities with its candidate, it
can no longer be said to be making truly
independent expenditures. The provision is
merely a common sense effort to police the
distinction between truly independent and
coordinated expenditures. Since the ACLU
rejects the critical distinction between ex-
penditures and contributions put forth in
Buckley, it believes that any restriction on
the party’s right to spend money, even a de
facto contribution made in the form of a co-
ordinated expenditure, is absolutely pro-
tected. But, if you accept the Supreme
Court’s ruling in Buckley that contributions
may be regulated, it becomes critical to de-
cide when an expenditure is truly independ-
ent, and when it turns into a de facto con-
tribution. Thus, once again, the ACLU’s
opinion on the effort in S. 25 to draw a care-
ful line between truly independent expendi-
tures and coordinated contributions is an ex-
ercise in wishful thinking, not an accurate
description of existing law.
V. THE EFFORT IN S. 25 TO DISTINGUISH BE-

TWEEN AN INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURE DE-
SIGNED TO AFFECT THE OUTCOME OF AN ELEC-
TION, AND ISSUE ADVOCACY DESIGNED TO IN-
FORM THE PUBLIC, IS CONSTITUTIONAL

Independent expenditures designed to af-
fect the outcome of a federal election are
subject to one important restriction—funds
contributed to finance the expenditure must
come from sources that would be lawful if
contributed directly to the candidate and in
limited amounts. Issue advocacy designed to
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inform the public is, on the other hand, sub-
ject to no restrictions, either as to funding
or disclosure.

The last election was characterized by nu-
merous groups purporting to engage in pub-
lic education outside the reach of the cam-
paign laws. For example, both major parties
spent substantial sums on so-called ‘‘issue
ads’’, paid for by donors who were barred
from contributing directly to a federal elec-
tion campaign. Numerous private groups tar-
geted close races and poured funds into them
in the guise of issue education, even though
the funds came from forbidden sources and in
amounts that could not be contributed. S. 25
attempts to close that loophole by setting
forth two tests to differentiate between cam-
paign speech and genuine issue advocacy.
Throughout most of an election cycle, the
test is whether the speaker’s purpose and ef-
fect was to advocate the election or defeat of
an identified candidate. Within 60 days of the
election, however, the test dispenses with an
examination of the speaker’s purpose and
looks only to whether, applying certain enu-
merated criteria, a reasonable person would
understand the ad to be advocating the elec-
tion or defeat of a named candidate.

It is, in my opinion, unclear whether the
latter test is sufficiently precise. I believe
that the better approach would be to apply
throughout the election cycle a purpose-and-
effect test along the lines of the first one de-
scribed above, but perhaps slightly more de-
manding. Speech should be viewed as cam-
paign speech only if the speaker’s predomi-
nant intent was to affect the outcome of a
specific election, and the FEC should be re-
quired to establish the relevant intent by
clear and convincing evidence, or, even, be-
yond a reasonable doubt before labeling
speech as campaign-related. Such an ap-
proach would prevent egregious evasion of
the rules governing campaign contributions,
while providing ample space for genuine pub-
lic education.
VI. THE EFFORT IN S. 25 TO ENHANCE THE EN-

FORCEMENT CAPABILITY OF THE FEC IS LONG
OVERDUE

The FEC is currently powerless to cope
with massive violations of existing law. For
example, the last campaign saw both major
parties accept illegal donations, and engage
in blatantly illegal spending activities, like
running phony ‘‘issue ads’’, or making phony
‘‘independent’’ expenditures in order to
evade contribution restrictions. The FEC
stood by like a helpless spectator while the
law was turned into a mockery. S. 25 pro-
vides needed authority to seek injunctive re-
lief against blatant violations. I would, how-
ever, tighten the enforcement provisions to
permit injunctive relief only for clearly es-
tablished violations. I would place a signifi-
cant burden on the FEC in order to permit
action against egregious violations, while
preventing undue intrusion into the elec-
toral process.

Finally, I would break the FEC’s monopoly
on enforcing the campaign funding laws. The
FEC’s current structure permits either
major party to veto the enforcement activi-
ties of the FEC. The result has been an en-
forcement history that harasses minor par-
ties and independents, but rarely challenges
the questionable activities of the major par-
ties. We will, I predict, never see an FEC pro-
ceeding against either or both major parties
for their activities during the last campaign.

The solution is a private cause of action
for violating the FEC. Abuse of such a pri-
vate right of action could be minimized by
provisions for attorneys fees and Rule 11
sanctions for frivolous claims.

Reasonable people can disagree over the
merits of S. 25. Some believe that efforts to
regulate campaign financing are misguided

and doomed to failure. But opposition to the
wisdom of S. 25 should not take the form of
distorted descriptions of existing constitu-
tional law. The complexity of existing cam-
paign financing law in the Supreme Court
makes it impossible to state with certainty
what path the future Court will follow. But
I believe that the best reading of existing
precedent renders the foregoing provisions of
S. 25 constitutionally defensible. Only Jus-
tice Thomas has embraced the ACLU’s abso-
lutist refusal to permit any regulation of
campaign financing.

Respectfully submitted,
BURT NEUBORNE,

Legal Director, Brennan Center for Justice.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the rea-
son I asked that the letter be included
in the RECORD is that he says:

I am writing in response to a letter to Sen-
ator Mitch McConnell, dated February 20,
1997, from the American Civil Liberties
Union, arguing that critical provisions of S.
25, the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of
1997, are unconstitutional under existing Su-
preme Court precedent. I am the John Nor-
ton Pomeroy Professor of Law at New York
University and Legal Director of the Bren-
nan Center for Justice. I served as National
Legal Director of the American Civil Lib-
erties Union during the 1980’s, and remain
active in defense of the First Amendment. I
continue to serve as an ACLU volunteer
counsel. I believe, however, that the ACLU
letter on S. 25 is simply wrong in a number
of assertions, despite the fact that it was
written by an able lawyer whom I respect
and admire.

Mr. President, I think it is an inter-
esting rebuttal to the position that the
ACLU has taken on S. 25.

I would also like to point out that I
have great respect for the ACLU. But
there are very few occasions on which
I have agreed with the positions that
the ACLU has taken on a broad variety
of issues.

We can argue the constitutionality of
this issue, and, if we win, we will get
into the major debate. But I will have
a very large body of constitutional
opinion—not just the ACLU—as to the
constitutionality of the McCain-
Feingold bill.

I also suggest again that we have to
clean up this system. It is broken. It is
out of control. Almost every American
agrees with that. Poll after poll after
poll is telling us that the American
people are cynical about us, the way we
are selected, and the system under
which money seems to be the deter-
minant factor in the selection of our
public servants.

I will continue to seek support both
inside the Halls of Congress and out-
side the beltway, and I and Senator
FEINGOLD fully intend to bring this bill
up this year. The ideal way that we
would seek to do that would be us all
sitting down together and coming up
with a package as we did on the gift
ban, as we did on lobbying reform, as
we did on the line-item veto, as we
have on a broad variety of reforms we
have enacted by near unanimous if not
total unanimous agreement.

My message to those who say I am
now in favor of campaign finance re-
form is, as you know, so am I, so are
many others, so are most Americans.

So let us sit down adhering to prin-
ciples and recognize what the problems
are and sit down as mature individuals
and move forward and reform this sys-
tem for the benefit not only of those of
us who have the honor and opportunity
to serve today but provide an oppor-
tunity for dedicated and outstanding
young men and women to serve this
Nation in the future in elected office.

I intend to continue to conduct this
debate with respect and appreciation
for the views of my colleague from
Kentucky, Senator MCCONNELL, who
disagrees with me, my colleague from
the State of Washington, Senator GOR-
TON, and others. I believe that we can
strongly disagree on this issue and re-
spect each other’s views, and I think
the American people deserve a debate
that is conducted in an environment of
mutual respect. I am happy to say that
at least in my view we have conducted
this debate on that level during this
period of time, recognizing that it is a
very emotional issue on both sides. But
I think the American people will be far
better off if we continue to conduct
this debate on the Hollings bill today
as well as our overall debate on cam-
paign finance reform in that vein in
the future, and I commit to my col-
leagues that I will conduct it in that
fashion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. SESSIONS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama.
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I am

honored to be here today with two
great Senators who have been leading
the discussion on a very important
matter to this country.

During my campaign last fall, I was
involved in a campaign in which I had
two opponents spend over $1 million of
their own money on a primary elec-
tion, two others spent over half a mil-
lion dollars—$5 million was spent real-
ly against me in the primary, which I
eventually won, and we had a very con-
tested race in the fall.

I know how difficult it is to raise
money, how distasteful it is, how frus-
trating it is to have to deal with that
problem. I came here with an idea that
I would be quite willing to consider
whatever reforms we could undertake
to improve that system. I have given it
thought. The results of my thoughts
are that I have concluded that we are
at a point where we have to admit the
primacy of the first amendment and
free speech and I have come down on
that side.

We had in my general election cam-
paign the trial lawyers association
that spend hundreds of thousands of
dollars, maybe over $1 million, oppos-
ing my candidacy. That frustrated me.
Some of it was not properly reported.
It was not required to be reported in a
timely fashion to the public. So it was
difficult to know where that money
was coming from, and I do not think
that was correct.

I ask, after having given it a lot of
thought, how can we say that a group
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of trial lawyers, a group of business
people, a group of union people cannot
get together and go on television and
speak at the time of an election about
candidates or issues in which they be-
lieve deeply. This is so fundamental.
Some say, well, you can talk about is-
sues; you just cannot do it at the elec-
tion cycle.

Well, when else do we want to talk
about it? When is it more important
than when we are trying to decide the
direction this country is going, when
we are facing it during an election
cycle. I do not see how we can avoid
that.

The amendment of the Senator from
South Carolina I think is an honest at-
tempt to deal with the problem because
I do not believe under the present con-
stitutional structure we can make
many of the changes that have been
suggested to date. So I respect him for
that. But I consider that it would be an
astounding, a thunderous, a remark-
able change of policy for America to
adopt this proposed amendment.

It says Congress shall have the power
to limit expenditures made by a can-
didate in an election. That is a remark-
able thing to say, that a person cannot
go out and say to the people, through
their own resources or the resources of
others, why they ought to vote for
them or against their opponent. I think
that is a fundamental alteration of the
great democratic trends or tendencies
of this Nation.

I do not think it is a complicated
case. We can have professors and schol-
ars, and they can write briefs and all
this stuff, but look at this. This is a re-
striction on free debate in America. It
is a fundamental issue that this coun-
try is dealing with, and I must say that
I do not believe we should support it. I
think it would be one of the most re-
gressive actions, one of the greatest re-
treats from the democratic ideal that
would have occurred in my lifetime,
maybe in the history of this Nation.

I just wanted to take a few minutes
to share those comments. I yield the
floor.

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Before the Senator
from Alabama leaves the floor, I want
to commend him for his statesmanship
when he made the observation that our
first inclination after a campaign is to
think, boy, I would sure like to have
shut up those people who were out
there trying to beat me; wouldn’t it
have been easy if I could have just
quieted those voices who were against
what I was trying to do?

But as the Senator from Alabama has
pointed out so well, America is a seeth-
ing cauldron of voices, either individ-
ually or in groups who take an interest
in the future of this country and try to
sway our free elections one way or the
other.

That is exactly what the founders of
this country envisioned. And so what

the amendment before us seeks to do is
to take a big hunk out of the first
amendment, which when it was passed
over 200 years ago was almost entirely
about political speech, and say that the
Government now has the power to con-
trol how much not only we get to
speak in our own campaigns but the
Senator from Alabama knows, because
he was referring to this amendment,
not just the campaign that we are con-
ducting against our opponent but this
says in addition Congress may set rea-
sonable limits on those in support of us
or in opposition to us.

Given all the discussion that we have
observed here in the last few months
about the expressions of outside
groups, whether it was through legisla-
tive activity or independent expendi-
tures, I would just ask my friend from
Alabama, does he not think it is con-
ceivable that Congress might decide
that kind of speech is unreasonable and
eliminate it entirely in this environ-
ment?

Mr. SESSIONS. I think that is a very
realistic possibility, and it is so in-
capable of enforcement or definition.
Do you say that a private group that
believes deeply in interests like pro-life
or pro-choice cannot raise money and
say don’t vote for John Doe because he
is opposed to our views? I think that is
what America is all about. We have to
be able to take the heat and defend our
positions as best we can, and we should
not turn that over just to the news
media to do so.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend
from Alabama, I agree with him; we
should not do that, but I think under
this amendment we could do it.

Mr. SESSIONS. It troubles me great-
ly. I have read that language in this
proposed amendment. I consider it
frightening. That is the reason I felt
obligated to come and express my opin-
ions today, not for any other reason. I
think we should not amend the Con-
stitution in this fashion, and I want to
be on record opposing it.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank my friend
from Alabama.

The only other point I will make,
now that he is an incumbent, like the
Senator from Kentucky, and since all
of us incumbents would get to decide
what is reasonable, is it not, I ask my
friend from Alabama, conceivable to
think that Congress might decide it
was reasonable to shut up all the out-
side groups and have such a low spend-
ing ceiling that a challenger to us
could never get off the ground? All in
the name of getting that nasty money
out of the system; we want to get rid of
that, want to control all that spending,
stop the money chase. We could all
stand up here in a chorus of 100 of us
and say we are going to stop the money
chase. Each of us here are going to set
the spending limit in our respective
States exactly where we think it is rea-
sonable.

The Senators from Alabama would
set the spending limit in Alabama, the
Senators from Kentucky would set the

spending limit in Kentucky, and the
Senators from Idaho would set the
spending limit in Idaho. I bet you we
would all come up with just the right
amount to make sure that nobody had
a shot at us. I mean nobody. We would
make sure the groups could not talk at
all. We would make sure our opponent
could not talk much. And, of course,
under this, you could tell somebody
they could not spend their own money
to express themselves, the difficulty
with which the Senator from Alabama
was confronted in the primary. We
could shut them all up under this. This
in the name of healthy democracy?

The Democratic leader of the House—
I just happened to have it posted. I do
not want to detain the Senator from
Alabama, but several people have men-
tioned this. I just wanted those who
might be viewing to see it. The Demo-
cratic leader in the House, in support
of an amendment like this, said, with a
straight face, apparently—apparently
with a straight face:

What we have is two important values in
direct conflict: Freedom of speech [on the
one hand] and our desire for healthy cam-
paigns in a healthy democracy. You cannot
have both.

I am told he did not snicker when he
said that. Everyone who heard it broke
out laughing. This is one of the most
astonishing comments in the history of
American politics, made in behalf of a
constitutional amendment, similar to
the one before us today, to carve a
niche out of the first amendment and
give the Government, us, the Congress,
the power to shut everybody up. That
is what is before us today. This is
about free speech. It is about political
discourse in this country.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Alabama for a very important
contribution to this most important
debate.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator
from Kentucky. I agree with the Sen-
ator, the statement as printed behind
him there on that chart is an astound-
ing and very troubling statement. I
think it reflects accurately, though,
what thicket we get into when we at-
tempt to pass laws to regulate speech
in the campaign. I do not see how we
can get out of this.

I think we need to make sure people
report what they give so the public can
know who is supporting whom. But I
think this would be a historic retreat,
the greatest retreat from free speech
since the founding of this Nation, if we
were to adopt it. It is bad policy, and I
must speak in opposition to it.

I thank the Senator from Kentucky
for his leadership in this effort.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Oregon, Senator WYDEN, be added
as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The Senator from South Carolina has

the floor.
Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the Chair. I

had hoped, when I see the distinguished
Senator, that he and others on the
other side would have an open mind. I
know there was a time when that oc-
curred. But, obviously, you can see
from their strategy here that they are
taking the party position. It is unfor-
tunate when you do that and try to
hide behind free speech, which is not at
issue. We are talking about paid
speech. But instead, they hide behind
James Madison and Patrick Henry and
do not want to recognize the truth.

I would be ready to vote this after-
noon. I can see at a glance that time
and again we face a false charge. Time
and again my opponents come up with
the same false representation. And
time and again we met with anecdotal
‘‘could be’s,’’ and ‘‘what would hap-
pen’s.’’

For example, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Alabama just said, ‘‘This is
remarkable. This goes to a fundamen-
tal issue. Congress should not be
amending the Constitution.’’

And under my amendment, Congress
is not. Instead, it will be up to the peo-
ple of America. This amendment sim-
ply is a joint resolution giving author-
ity to the Congress to limit expendi-
tures, should the States approve this.
We have to get 34 States to approve of
this joint resolution, and this joint res-
olution only gives to the people an op-
portunity to vote. I wrote the first ver-
sion of this resolution 10 years ago
with, ‘‘The Congress is hereby author-
ized to regulate or control expenditures
in Federal elections.’’ The States and
the Governors and everyone else said,
‘‘Include us.’’ So we amended the joint
resolution giving the people a chance
to vote. So it is not Congress that is
running around amending the Con-
stitution.

Then the Senator from Washington,
Senator GORTON, ‘‘When we put the
rights of free speech in the hands of
Congress’’—we have done it. But we did
it with respect to false and deceptive
advertising. On television and radio, we
gave Congress the right to regulate
free speech when Congress acted in
controlling obscenity. We told the Fed-
eral Communications Commission, as
the administrative arm of the Con-
gress, ‘‘We want you to watch these
programs and rule out obscenity.’’ And
then in Buckley, in a 5-to-4 decision by
the Supreme Court, they held—as the
Senator from Washington says, if we
put the rights of free speech in the
hands of Congress, oh, that would be a
terrible thing. But if we look closely at
the Buckley decision, it has been put
there and has been found constitu-
tional by none other than the U.S. Su-
preme Court.

When the Congress acted in 1974 to
control expenditures in Federal elec-
tions, the U.S. Supreme Court, in
Buckley v. Valeo, to use the opposi-
tion’s expression, took a big hunk out
of the first amendment. And there are

those who would, in political discourse,
see their freedom of speech to contrib-
ute as they choose limited. So don’t
come around here with the call of hor-
rors—‘‘this is fundamental’’; ‘‘this is so
terrible’’; or, ‘‘this is remarkable.’’

Their conduct in the treatment of
this joint resolution is what is remark-
able. They don’t want to admit that
what is involved here is limiting spend-
ing, not freedom. There is nothing free
here at all but our chance to limit ex-
penditures in political campaigns. If
you want to limit spending, if you
want to excise the cancer on the body
politic that has grown so now that we
can’t even do our business except in a
party fashion, so be it.

We have tried over the years in every
way. I don’t want to clutter the
RECORD with the entire article in Con-
gressional Quarterly a few years back
discussing the need for campaign fi-
nance reform, but it I will read part of
it:

Most Democrats supported spending limits
which would allow challengers to spend on a
level equal to incumbents. Under the 1976 Su-
preme Court decision in Buckley v. Valeo,
spending limits had to be voluntary. The
Court said that public financing was a legiti-
mate carrot to encourage compliance with
those voluntary limits, a concept some
Democrats supported anyway, calling public
funding ‘‘clean money.’’ Most Republicans,
however, strenuously oppose taxpayer fi-
nancing of congressional campaigns which
they liken to welfare for politicians. Many
Republicans also argued that spending limits
locked in incumbent advantages. They said
challengers needed the option to outspend
incumbents to make themselves equally via-
ble to voters.

Then, Mr. President, going along:
In 1987, debate over these issues threw the

Senate into a virtually unprecedented proce-
dural fit. Consideration of a bill that in-
cluded spending limits and Federal funding
stretched over 9 months and forced a record
8 cloture votes in an effort to break a Repub-
lican filibuster, a 53-hour-24-minute session
and a Senator injured and dragged to the
floor under arrest highlighted the episode. In
the end, the Senate failed to overcome par-
tisan divisions, and the bill succumbed to
the process.

The article goes on to talk about a
bill in 1992. They wrote:

In the years that followed with a Repub-
lican in the White House pledging to veto
any bill approved by the Democratic Con-
gress, neither party showed much interest in
restaging the drama. Instead, when an ethics
scandal broke, such as the Keating Five af-
fair in 1990 and 1991, in which five Senators
were accused of accepting favors from a sav-
ings and loan magnet, campaign finance leg-
islation was trotted out as a symbol of re-
form. The two Chambers reached agreement
on a bill in 1992, after the House came under
siege over the House bank scandal. That bill
stapled a plan House Democrats had crafted
for their campaigns to an entirely different
plan Senate Democrats had sanctioned. Both
plans, however, included spending limits and
public finance and, as promised, President
Bush vetoed the bill.

I only mention this because it has
been a long, hard road, and I hoped, as
that article said, that we would have
another fit here. I thought that we
would get a fit of conscience here and

really do away with the partisanship
stonewalling, because they know that
is what is involved. They have the ad-
vantage, in spite of all that the White
House did in the last Presidential race.
Just mark it down in Senator THOMP-
SON’s hearing that the Republicans got
$150 million more. So whatever the
Democrats did, the Republicans did
better. We all know it, and you can ask
anybody in the public.

We have been in the game, we have
watched it, we have read about it, ev-
erybody knows about it, and we have
tried over the years to correct it. In
1966, Congress adopted public financing
for Presidential elections, and then in
1967, they repealed public financing for
Presidential elections.

In 1971, there was the passage of the
Federal Election Campaign Act.

In 1974, the amendments to that.
In 1976, a further amendment.
In 1979, another amendment.
By 1985, we had the Boren-Goldwater

amendment—we had bipartisanship
then—to change the contribution lim-
its and eliminate the PAC bundling,
but that was tabled.

Then, in 1986, the Boren-Goldwater
amendment was adopted, but then it
didn’t go far.

In 1988, Senator BYRD forced nine
votes on the motion to instruct the
Sergeant at Arms and request the at-
tendance while trying to get a vote on
S. 2. That is when they arrested a Sen-
ator, only the second time in history,
dragging him in.

In 1988, we had the Hollings constitu-
tional amendment to limit campaign
expenditures, and we got a 53 to 47 vote
on cloture. Of course, we needed 60
votes at that particular time, and the
majority didn’t control.

In 1989, S. 139, a comprehensive re-
form passed the Senate but never made
it out of the conference.

In 1991, of course, as I just men-
tioned, a comprehensive reform passed,
which President Bush vetoed.

In 1993, we had a sense of the Senate
by this Senator that Congress should
adopt a constitutional amendment lim-
iting campaign expenditures which
passed 52 to 43.

In 1993, we had a comprehensive re-
form pass the Senate but it never made
it out of conference.

In 1995, again the Hollings constitu-
tional amendment to limit campaign
expenditures offered as amendment to
the balanced budget amendment. That
was tabled by a vote of 52 to 45.

And, in 1995, the Senate passed the
sense-of-the-Senate amendment to ad-
dress the campaign finance reform dur-
ing the 104th Congress. Again, we got a
majority vote.

Then, in 1996, we had cloture on the
McCain-Feingold campaign finance re-
form, and that cloture vote failed by a
vote of 54 to 46.

So we keep hammering and hammer-
ing and trying every kind of which
way. But we know that the intent in
1974 was to prevent individuals from
buying their way into office. And now
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we are continuing our fight in trying
to overturn the Buckley decision that
held the office must be bought. We are
trying to remove that requirement, be-
cause the money in campaigns has
gone up, up, and away. Good people are
being withheld from public service, and
the public is losing confidence in the
democratic process.

The only way to save this democracy
is amend the Constitution. And rather
than recognize this fact, the opposition
simply raises strawman after
strawman.

The distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky and the Senator from New Mex-
ico, Senator DOMENICI, say, ‘‘Might a
Congress not come up and cut off
speech entirely?’’ The Senator from
New Mexico says, ‘‘I could dream up a
scenario where that would be constitu-
tional.’’ He said he did not think it was
going to happen, but he could think of
that later on at a time when Congress
would act in an inordinate fashion.

Then he turns to the Senator from
Washington. He asks, ‘‘Can’t you think
of a Congress that may shut down en-
tirely any opposition that just comes?’’
Well, Senator GORTON, the Senator
from Washington, said, ‘‘I doubt that
that would happen, but it is the most
fundamental attack on the freedom of
speech since the adoption of the Con-
stitution.’’

So they continue the same rhetoric
about the freedom of speech. But if
Buckley says that freedom of speech
can be limited with respect to those
contributing in politics, then why not
for those spending? They do not want
to answer that question.

Chief Justice Burger, in the better of
the opinions in that case, said they are
two sides of the same coin, contribu-
tions and expenditures.

To quote exactly, he said, ‘‘The
Court’s attempt to distinguish the
communication inherent in political
contributions from the speech aspects
of political expenditures simply will
not wash.’’

But, no, we come here with the Sen-
ator from Alabama, ‘‘Congress should
not amend the Constitution.’’ I agree
with him. It cannot. But instead, we
let five Justices of the Supreme
Court—over the opposition of four indi-
viduals—amend the Constitution
whereby they limit freedom of speech
as to contributions.

I put it word for word in this particu-
lar joint resolution. I wanted to show
how we had come and aimed right down
the barrel of the U.S. Supreme Court
on the so-called freedom of speech.
‘‘Congress shall have power to set rea-
sonable limits on the amount of con-
tributions that may be accepted
by * * *.’’ That is word for word the
Buckley versus Valeo decision. You can
limit the amount of contributions.

That is what Congress did in the 1974
act. It is a frustrating thing that is
going on today because we try and try
over a 30-year period. We arrest people,
get into a 9-month debate, and have
cloture resolutions.

But now they ignore the need for ac-
tion. They go in the back room and
say, we are going to vote as a party so
do not worry about it. We let it go on
over the weekend, discuss it maybe on
Friday or Monday, and vote on Tues-
day, because no one is going to listen.
All that is required is for someone to
come out from time to time, mention
freedom of speech, and talk about how
remarkable, how untoward, how dras-
tic this amendment is.

Then they have the Senator from
Kentucky get up and say, ‘‘Don’t you
think the Congress could do all these
horrible things?’’ Well, it has already
occurred. Congress passed the 1974 act,
and the Supreme Court has held it
binding. Our mistake was in figuring
that conscience and common sense
would say, as Chief Justice Burger
said: two sides of the same coin.

We say, ‘‘Congress shall have power
to set reasonable limits on the amount
of contributions that may be
accepted * * *.’’ We have done it, and
we are doing it. Then we add ‘‘* * * and
the amount of expenditures’’—which is
what we try to get—‘‘that may be made
in these campaigns.’’ That is all it is.
And it is said, let the people vote on it.

I wish I could get enough publicity to
get the people focused on what is in-
volved here and break down the stone-
wall thrown up by most on the other
side of the aisle against limiting ex-
penditures. We tried in a bipartisan
way in 1974 to limit expenditures, and
we said so much per our votes at that
particular time.

After Watergate, Congress did not
say, ‘‘Heavens above, let’s limit the
campaigns to $50,000,’’ or any such
thing. We had limits in a small State
like South Carolina where we could
spend $510,000, and inflate that over the
20-year period. That is not $50,000. But
no, they come up and say what Con-
gress could do and how the U.S. Su-
preme Court, under the mandate of
being reasonable, would agree with
them.

You know and I know that is a straw
man. It should not even be considered
seriously. But they come here with a
very analytical argument about, ‘‘The
media sets the agenda, the fourth
branch,’’ and try add to their parade of
horribles as to what the media could
do. Well, look at this particular joint
resolution. It has nothing to do with
the freedom of the press, absolutely
nothing to do with the freedom of the
press. And on the other hand, you have
that freedom of the press right now.

I related in the debate yesterday that
I was running along with a nice little
lead going into the election in 1992, and
along comes the Wall Street Journal
and Paul Gigot. We had not heard of
him before and we have not heard of
him since. But it was coordinated with
the London Economist and Robert
Novak and others. Articles started
being written about the right to work.
They know South Carolina is a right-
to-work State. And they said, by
cracky, I was opposed to it, but in fact

I voted for it as a member of the State
legislature and have stuck with it
throughout my political career. Orga-
nized labor knows that.

My opponents try to make the claim
that I could say that the editorial was
a contribution against me or a con-
tribution for my opponent and there-
fore set it aside. Nonsense. They know
that.

If you get a violent, caustic, scav-
enging editorial against you as a politi-
cian, wake up, because you are in the
game. As Harry says, you have to take
the heat or get out of the kitchen. If
you are in the kitchen of politics, that
is going to happen. There is no such
thing as stopping it under our Con-
stitution. Certainly not this amend-
ment, which is to limit campaign ex-
penditures, not the free press.

But they try to distort and stretch
with this strawman exercise and cha-
rade that we have been going through
here all day today. Here and now, and
I have experienced it, that kind of ac-
tivity has already occurred.

What we say here, and it is as simple
as was testified before the Judiciary
Committee in 1988, is 43 very simple,
very clear-cut, words to limit expendi-
tures in Federal, State, and local elec-
tions. That is all it is. Shall we do it?
Shall we have the authority? It does
not address those questions. It does not
say how you do it or that you must do
it.

The Senator from Kentucky, Senator
MCCONNELL, has been forthright. He
says we have not spent enough money
on politics. He talks about how we
spend way more money on cat food and
dog food and Kibbles ’n Bits and yo-
gurt. You would think that there would
be some kind of dignity in the silly
things they put out as real arguments
against this particular mission. But
the Senator from Kentucky has come
forward and said we are not spending
enough. Well, that is forthright. Maybe
he can persuade others, as he has per-
suaded the stonewalling opposition
here today, and he might get it in-
creased. Then we can all get out and
let the idle rich come in here and make
the laws for the people of America, be-
cause we will not have any regular
folks that are willing to listen to the
people, who demand we get this money
out of politics, that we limit this
thing, that we get this corruption out
of politics.

Everybody admits to it and every-
body says, ‘‘I am for reform, reform, re-
form, campaign finance reform.’’ But
you cannot get reform unless you have
the authority. This has been proven
over the last 30 years by all of these
failed attempts. So if you want new au-
thority, which does not say whether or
not to do it, does not try to limit news-
papers, does not say what it is expendi-
tures, vote for this amendment. As a
politician, you are not going to get
anything free from the free press. Go to
them and ask them for a quarter- or
half-page ad and they will laugh at
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you. They just do not give free cov-
erage. I have not ever heard of a news-
paper doing it yet.

The same with the radio and the TV
advertisements. Go tell them how
much you want to buy, and we are
couched in a very sinister way into
these 30-second ads. You cannot discuss
intelligently the issues before the
American people. That is the real bur-
den on an incumbent. They say, ‘‘Well,
HOLLINGS, you voted in 1974 one way
and now in 1994 you are voting another
way.’’ Well, you come forward and try
to explain that, but you cannot explain
that in a 20-second bite on TV. And try
to buy 5 minutes. They will say, ‘‘No,
we are not selling that, and there is
nothing you can do about it. Nothing
you can do about it. We control the
prime time that you need to do it. We
control that freedom of your speech.’’

It is already controlled here in the
U.S. Senate with the filibuster rules,
and over on the House side with the 1-
minute, 2-minute, 5-minute rules, and
in the committee with 5 minutes per
Senator to examine the witnesses. We
all agree and understand and know the
reason for the limits, but then they
bring on the dog and pony show, saying
‘‘remarkable, fundamental, never
heard of it before.’’ Who believes that?

Mr. President, for 21 years Buckley
versus Valeo has been on the books and
we have abided by it, as the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona says. We
have the PAC limits and individual
contribution limits. But there is no
limit on the individual candidate. That
is what we were after back in 1974. I
was there. I voted. We said, ‘‘Mr. Rich
Man, you cannot buy this office.’’ Now
with this half a haircut solution, what
we have is the ones who contribute are
totally limited, but the ones with the
wealth are totally unlimited. In re-
ality, then, you have taken away the
speech of the poor. You have indirectly
limited the speech of the poor in spend-
ing.

The Supreme Court, five individuals
against four, have amended that Con-
stitution. You know it and I know it,
but yet you come up here and talk
about what is remarkable and fun-
damental and ‘‘the first time in 200
years’’ and on and on and on. Congress
was given the authority to prohibit
false and deceptive advertising and it
has been upheld by the Court. Congress
has amended the right of free speech
with respect to obscenity. It has been
exercised, and in the decision of the
U.S. Supreme Court upheld. In a sense,
we now have the rights of free speech
in the hands of Congress. They said
that is fundamental, and do not ever do
that. Like this is something new, put-
ting the right of free speech in the
hands of Congress. But Congress has
done it, and it has been upheld in
Buckley versus Valeo. To use their ex-
pression, the Court ‘‘took a big hunk’’
out of the first amendment, and found
that among those who want to exercise
their free speech by contributing, free
speech is limited.

So we should get the real facts out
about what we have here. We have a
bottom line. Do not come here con-
gratulating on a misdescription by the
Senator from Texas as to whether or
not you are for free speech. We say ex-
penditure. We do not say anything
about ‘‘free’’ in this amendment. It has
nothing to do with free. It has to do
with paid speech, paid expression.

I was really moved by the Senator
from Texas, who tried to change the
debate. That is what you have con-
stantly with the stonewall against lim-
iting spending on the other side of the
aisle. That is what we have. They do
not want to limit spending. They will
say, ‘‘Well, you have the advantages of
people. You have the AFL–CIO, the or-
ganization labor fellows, but we have
the banks and we have the money and
you expect us to give up our money.’’

Well, well, well, I think that both
sides have the cancer of money. They
ought to be able to recognize the re-
ality that faces us after the 30-year
trying. They ought to give the people
of America the right to vote and amend
the Constitution.

When my Southern State and a lot of
other Southern States had the poll
test, we amended the Constitution. I
told the story about the poor minority
that presented himself to the polls in
the early years and we had the literacy
test. They said to the poor minority,
‘‘Boy, read that paper.’’ They gave him
a Chinese newspaper. What goes around
comes around; we are back to China.
And the poor individual just looked at
it and he said, ‘‘Yes, sir, I can read it.’’
He said, ‘‘You can? What does it say?’’
‘‘It says, ’Ain’t no poor minority fellow
going to vote in South Carolina
today.’ ’’ Yes, he could get the message.
There were all kinds of devices to pre-
vent some from voting. However, we
have amended the Constitution to fix
that.

If Madison, Patrick Henry, and Jef-
ferson and all that crowd that the
other side has been celebrating were so
good, with their slaves, why did we
have to pass the 14th amendment? We
didn’t agree with what they found, so
we had the discrimination cases and
the civil rights movement. In my life-
time, we have had the poll test. We
changed the Constitution to fix that.

We changed the Constitution when
we made a mistake in Prohibition. We
changed the Constitution when we
made a mistake with respect to the
Federal income tax law.

Now, professors, all the studied
minds, jurists, attorneys general, and
the like have, said the Supreme Court
made a mistake in Buckley versus
Valeo, and the only way to correct it is
with a forthright, restricted, limited
kind of constitutional amendment. An
amendment that says expenditures are
limited in Federal, State, and local
elections. It is not free speech, it is
paid speech. We are just as assiduous as
any other Senator in the protection of
the freedom of speech. We know its
value, but we know it must have excep-
tions.

I put in the RECORD, Mr. President, a
statement by Prof. Lawrence Tribe of
the freedom of speech and some of its
exceptions that have developed over
the years. So don’t come here on the
floor of the Senate with the act about
fundamental, how remarkable this is.
Egads, the U.S. Senate has voted for a
constitutional amendment to grant
Congress the authority to limit cam-
paign spending three times. We just
voted 4 years ago for a Sense of the
Senate Resolution. Is there any sense
of history and experience around here
that we can finally come to grips with
the fundamental—yes, it is a fun-
damental—money is a cancer on the
body politic.

If money corrupts in political cam-
paigns, then unlimited money corrupts
absolutely in political campaigns. We
know that, in warfare, he who controls
the air controls the battle. We know
and understand and appreciate that, in
campaigns, he who controls the air-
waves controls the campaign.

What you have here is the rich, as we
saw 2 years ago in California, spending
$30 million to be a Senator, and we
think that is legitimate. It is a dis-
grace. It is buying the office, and ev-
erybody knows it.

The rich who walk in and say, ‘‘I am
making so much money, but I need an-
other tax cut, a flat tax,’’ and they sell
it by controlling the airwaves with
their millions of dollars in a Presi-
dential race—they ought to hang our
heads in shame. That kind of activity
is going on and is even covered by the
free press. They ought to understand
that freedoms really are in jeopardy
when we allow the rich to come along
and buy the office.

My amendment says reasonable lim-
its on expenditures, not on speech.

Mr. President, if others want to be
heard, I will be glad to yield the floor,
but I have plenty here with respect to
the authorities and the witnesses that
appeared before the Judiciary Commit-
tee. We have had hearings. The former
Senator from Illinois, Paul Simon, was
on the other side. He withheld in that
committee for a long time. I had to
struggle to get a majority vote. But we
had the witnesses. They were heard,
and a majority of the Judiciary Com-
mittee voted the amendment out and
to the floor.

Please, my gracious, they reported it
out. Once out, we didn’t get it passed,
but we got a sense of the Senate that it
should be passed. Senators want to get
that political credit. It’s a pollster pol-
itician that says, ‘‘I am for reform and
that is what we ought to do.’’ ‘‘Yes, sir,
I believe we ought to limit this finan-
cial cancer.’’ ‘‘Yes, I voted reform when
it was only a Sense of the Senate.’’ And
then when they get to real reform,
they put on this big show here trying
to quote Mr. GEPHARDT and saying,
‘‘You can’t have a strong democracy
and freedom of speech.’’ They know
and I know, this democracy is strong
because of free speech—none of us be-
lieve otherwise. I think it is a distor-
tion. I think it is a distortion perhaps
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of what the gentleman said, but be that
as it may, no one ascribes to that in
this particular body.

Everybody knows how we got here.
Incidentally, we all got here not
through free speech—unless somebody
was appointed, and I can’t think of any
appointments now that we have had
the election—but every one of the 100
have had to pay through the nose to be
heard on the TV, to be covered in the
newspapers, to be heard on the radio,
and seen on the television, billboards,
and yard signs. So we know all about
the paid speech.

That is what we are trying to do, put
an ultimate limit on it because, once
done, then we can get a handle on some
of the real abuses. Then we control all
of the monkeyshines that go on.

Once you get it limited and fully dis-
closed, like in the 1974 act where every
dollar that I receive in a campaign is
recorded in the secretary of the sen-
ate’s office in my State capital and
with the Secretary of the Senate, then
you get it under control. With that
limit and disclosure, you can see from
whence they come, and who has, if at
all, tried to buy or has been subject to
undue influence.

After all, it is the people who are the
ultimate jury. They decide on election
day. You can refer to that public
record and say, see, he is bought and
paid for by such and such an industry
or such and such an interest, whatever
it is that comes out in the campaign.
That is what the disclosure requires.
You can’t receive huge sums and have
it obscured.

We ran it the right way back in 1974.
But the justices who amended the Con-
stitution in that Buckley decision,
they created the system we have been
tortured with now for the past 20 years.
And every time we make the good col-
lege try to fix it, they come out here,
and I am surprised, frankly, at this
particular charade because they got a
lot of good conscientious Members that
have come to the Senate, and they say
we will not fix it.

Some of those Members have run on
the proposition of trying to limit
spending. Here is the one opportunity
to ask the American people if that is
what they want to do. HOLLINGS is not
amending the Constitution. The Senate
is not amending the Constitution. The
Congress is not amending the Constitu-
tion. We simply, in a little closely
worded amendment, said the people
will have a chance to vote on it in the
several States.

The last amendment to the Constitu-
tion took 200 years to pass. That is the
27th amendment. ‘‘No law varying the
compensation for the services of the
Senators and Representatives shall
take effect until an election of Rep-
resentatives shall have intervened.’’

Congress submitted the text of the
27th amendment to the States as a part
of the proposed Bill of Rights on Sep-
tember 25, 1789. The amendment was
not ratified with the first 10 amend-
ments, which became effective on De-

cember 15, 1791. The 27th amendment
was ratified on May 7, 1992, by the vote
of the State of Michigan.

Just like the 27th amendment, you
can put this Hollings-Specter amend-
ment up and let the people decide. You
don’t have to talk about this amend-
ment being so remarkable. It is not re-
markable to let the people decide. Only
the people will change our fundamental
rights. Don’t believe those who say it
is going to guarantee incumbency or
any other of those parade of horrors
that they bring up. Just remember, we
are just giving the people, the good,
commonsense American people, the
chance to vote.

When the people looked at the 27th
amendment, it wasn’t until 203 years
later, in 1992, that they finally got the
State of Michigan to ratify it and the
people decided. So there you are. It is
just a chance to give the people chance
to clear up this Buckley versus Valeo
decision.

The distinguished Chief Justice said,
‘‘The Court’s result does violence to
the intent of Congress.’’ There isn’t
any doubt about it. I was there. Chief
Justice Burger,

The Court’s result does violence to the in-
tent of Congress in this comprehensive
scheme of campaign finance. By dissecting
the act bit by bit and casting off vital parts,
the Court fails to recognize the whole of this
act is greater than the sum of its parts. Con-
gress intended to regulate all aspects of Fed-
eral campaign finances.

I read again Chief Justice Burger:
Congress intended to regulate all aspects

of Federal campaign finances. But what re-
mains after today’s holding leaves no more
than a shadow of what Congress con-
templated.

This decision, a 5-to-4 decision, and
they are talking about what Congress
might do. Look at what those five indi-
viduals have done.

Look what Justice White said in dis-
sent,

The judgment of Congress was that reason-
ably effective campaigns could be conducted
within the limits established by the act and
that the communicative efforts of these
campaigns would not seriously suffer. In this
posture of the case, there is no sound basis
for invalidating the expenditure limitations
so long as the purposes they serve are legiti-
mate and sufficiently substantial, which in
my view they are.

So there is Justice White finding
them ‘‘substantial’’ back 20 years ago,
long before any kind of Keating Five,
long before the Lincoln Bedroom, long
before the soft money scourge with the
Colorado decision. Long before all
these things, there was ‘‘substantial’’
then, and they are more than ‘‘substan-
tial’’ today. ‘‘Expenditure ceilings re-
inforce the contribution limits and
help eradicate the hazard of corrup-
tion.’’

Justice Byron ‘‘Whizzer’’ White
couldn’t be more correct. He couldn’t
be more on target. We know it. The
American people outside this Chamber
know it. They have asked for a chance
to correct it. Let me read further from
Justice White.

I have little doubt, in addition, that limit-
ing the total that can be spent will ease the
candidate’s understandable obsession with
fundraising and so free him and his staff to
communicate in more places and ways
unconnected with the fundraising function.
There is nothing objectionable, indeed, it
seems to me, of weighing the interest in
favor of the provision in the attempt to insu-
late the political expression of Federal can-
didates from the influence inevitably exerted
by the endless job of raising increasingly
large sums of money. I regret that the Court
has returned them all to the treadmill.

Mr. President, when you talk of that
treadmill, you can’t ignore the descrip-
tion that was used by the distinguished
writer some 15 years ago, Elizabeth
Drew, in the New Yorker when she de-
scribed, if you please, the same situa-
tion with respect to that treadmill in
her article ‘‘Politics and Money.’’ And
I read:

Until the problem of money is dealt with,
it is unrealistic to expect the political proc-
ess to improve in any other respect. It is not
relevant whether every candidate who spends
more than his proponent who wins—though
in races that are otherwise close, this tends
to be the case. What matters is what the
chasing of money does to the candidate and
to the victor’s subsequent behavior. The can-
didates’ desperation for money and the inter-
ests’ desire to affect public policy provide a
mutual opportunity. The issue is not how
much is spent on elections but the way the
money is obtained. The point is what raising
money, not simply spending it, does to the
political process. It is not just that the legis-
lative product is bent or stymied. It is not
just that well-armed interests have a head
start over the rest of the citizenry—or that
often it is not even a contest . . .

It is not even relevant which interest hap-
pens to be winning. What is relevant is what
the whole thing is doing to the democratic
process. What is at stake is the idea of rep-
resentative Government, the soul of this
country.

That was written in 1982, some 15
years ago. We were worried then about
Buckley versus Valeo. That was 6 years
after everybody had looked at it and
seen the treadmill, exactly as Justice
White called it, and the damage to the
soul of the country as a result of this
treadmill. It was an injury to our de-
mocracy, according to Elizabeth Drew.

There is no question that this has to
be dealt with. They might run, as Joe
Louis said, but they can’t hide. I am
not going to let them hide behind this
freedom of speech babble. I have it in
here word for word. Mr. and Mrs. Amer-
ican people, you are given the author-
ity to vote. You are not controlling it
unless you vote yea, allowing Congress
to have the power to set reasonable
limits on the amount of contributions.

That is already in place under the
Buckley versus Valeo constitutional
decision. We have that limit on the
freedom of speech which is so remark-
able and so fundamental that they in-
accurately continue to caterwaul
about. Now, we are attempting to limit
the amount of expenditures, not free-
dom of speech. It is limits on the
amount of contributions, limits on the
amount of expenditures, nothing free.
It is contributions and it is expendi-
tures, and it is limits thereof, and it is
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whether or not the American people
shall have the right to vote on it after
this 30-year trial.

Otherwise, as Justice Thurgood Mar-
shall in another one of the distin-
guished dissenting opinions stated, and
I quote:

It would appear to follow that the can-
didate with the substantial personal fortune
at his disposal is off to a significant head
start. Of course, the wealthy candidate can
potentially overcome the disparity in re-
sources through contributions from others,
but ability to generate contributions may it-
self depend upon a showing of a financial
base for the campaign or some demonstra-
tion of preexisting support, which in turn is
facilitated by expenditures of substantial
personal sums. Thus, the wealthy can-
didate’s immediate access to a substantial
personal fortune may give him an initial ad-
vantage that his less wealthy opponent can
never overcome. And even if the advantage
can be overcome, the perception that per-
sonal wealth wins elections may not only
discourage potential candidates without sig-
nificant wealth from entering into the politi-
cal arena but also undermine public con-
fidence in the integrity of the electoral proc-
ess.

There it is, that last phrase—‘‘not
only discourage potential candidates
without significant personal wealth,
but also undermine public confidence
in the integrity of the electoral proc-
ess.’’ That is exactly what is occurring

That is the trouble. As Marshall said:
Large contributions are the less wealthy

candidate’s only hope of countering the
wealthy candidate’s immediate access to
substantial sums of money. With that option
removed, the less wealthy candidate is with-
out the means to match the large initial ex-
penditures of money of which the wealthy
candidate is capable. In short, the limitation
on contributions puts a premium on a can-
didate’s personal wealth.

Think about that. This is, as ex-
pressed, ‘‘a big hunk of the first
amendment,’’ as expressed by my dis-
tinguished colleague from Kentucky.
We are capable of limitation on con-
tributions. And that is sustained here
by the U.S. Supreme Court in the
Buckley case. That puts a premium on
a candidate’s personal wealth because
the only way that a less wealthy can-
didate can catch up is with large ex-
penditures. But the Court, has ‘‘limited
the freedom of speech for the first time
in 200 years.’’ I will use their expres-
sion and see if anybody believes it.
This happened in 1976. It happened
after many other times the Court has
upheld limits, but let us use their ex-
pression if that is what everybody
wants to believe. The Supreme Court,
in Buckley versus Valeo, for the first
time in 200 years, limited a contribu-
tor, his expression, and his freedom of
speech in politics and therefore has put
a premium on the candidate’s personal
wealth. He is penalized. The speech of
the less affluent candidate is taken
away because the less affluent can-
didate can only make it up, if he has no
personal wealth, by larger contribu-
tions. But the Court, in limiting con-
tributions, limited free speech for the
first time in 200 years.

Maybe that is the way they will un-
derstand it. I do not know how to get

their attention and get them out from
this stonewalling on limiting spending
in political campaigns.

Everywhere we go, they all say, what
about campaign finance reform, Sen-
ator? I say, ‘‘Oh, yeah, I am for re-
form.’’ And then one chance we get
here this week to vote for it, we decide
to put it off until next week. We hope
it does not appear on the Sunday pro-
grams or anything of that kind so the
people will never know we had that
chance. And once we have done that,
then they will tell Senator FEINGOLD
and Senator MCCAIN, ‘‘Well, you had
your vote; you can see Congress does
not want to limit it. We cannot spend
a whole year on reform. You have had
your chance, and the majority voted
against that chance. You did not pass
the joint resolution of Hollings-Specter
so let’s go on to something else.’’
Thereby, the entire thing is supposed
to be swept under the rug. Well, it was
almost swept under the rug on Monday.
On Monday, they had it greased. They
had a majority vote out of that Rules
Committee, Mr. President, to just look
at the illegal and not look at the im-
proper, and they thought they had a
majority vote along party lines. But
Senator THOMPSON of Tennessee won
out. He said we had a fit of conscience
of at least eight or nine on that side.
They were going to have egg on their
faces. They were going to lose to a
Democratic amendment.

‘‘My gracious, we cannot ever let
that happen. We are so bipartisan
around here,’’ they said. My Aunt Ida.
Instead they said, ‘‘we just cannot have
a Democratic amendment prevail in
this particular score. So, we will just
all join in, then, and vote the 99 votes
and adopt it.’’ They had a fit of con-
science.

Maybe we will get a fit of conscience.
Maybe not today, maybe not tomorrow
or next week, but we will keep coming
back. We have had it three other times.
We will get this the fourth time. We
keep picking up steam.

My difficulty over the years has been
in trying to put up an amendment
again and again, because they tell me
at the desk, that according to par-
liamentary rules, you cannot amend a
simple bill—three readings in the
House, three in the Senate, signed by
the President—because this is a joint
resolution. It is not to be signed by the
President, but to go directly to the
people for their ratification in the sev-
eral States.

So, if I bring it up on any and every
bill—which I am prepared to do, be-
cause I know the people are demanding
it, and we will finally make a break-
through—I have to wait for a joint res-
olution. That is why I finally got it up
on the balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution, for the simple reason
that last year Senator Dole would not
let me up. He just would not bring up
a joint resolution on anything. When
he got his unanimous consent to bring
up the balanced budget amendment, I
told them that I had an amendment to

offer. They said later on, ‘‘Oh, that is
not relevant and our agreement meant
relevant amendments on the balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion.’’

So I struggled all last year, 1996, and
could not even get it up. I am going to
look for any joint resolution that
quietly comes by, and I will draft my
resolution so that it is separate and
apart from the other resolution, so
that it would not interrupt it, and we,
maybe we can get an up or down vote
at that particular time again. But I
can tell what the strategy is here, now.
It is to get an arguable reason to stone-
wall McCain-Feingold. We can say,
‘‘Well, we have had enough debate. We
debated it 3 or 4 days, and everything
else. Everybody has considered it. They
are not going to limit campaign ex-
penditures, so why do McCain-
Feingold? If you do this, you are going
to limit it. If you do that, we are going
to limit it. We have already voted on
limits in the Hollings amendment and
that is it. Forget about it and let us all
go home and say we all tried. We were
all for reform.’’

Oh, yes, we are all for limiting it any
time it is in a sense of the Senate. It is
kind of hard to hide behind that.
Maybe that is what I will continue to
do, on every bill, get a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution. I think you have to
get 25—we can get 25 Senators to co-
sponsor that right easily, and keep
bringing it up until they get that fit of
conscience.

They do not have it now. They are
not interested in the soul of democ-
racy. They are not proud to be in pub-
lic service. What they are proud to do
is outmaneuver; what they are proud
to do is avoid and evade; what they are
proud to do is finesse, in a clever, par-
liamentary way. What they are proud
of is parliamentary maneuver. So, then
they all vote up or down on this. They
smile at each other. And they will give
that praise to the Senator from South
Carolina. They will say, ‘‘We know he
is sincere, but he is so misdirected, the
poor fellow. He has tried hard. We re-
spect him for trying so hard, but, bug
off, son. You are not going to pass any-
thing here that has to do with limiting
expenditures in Federal elections.’’

That is what we have considered,
time and time and time again. And it is
not freedom of speech—it is the protec-
tion of speech. But if they want to say
it is the freedom of speech, then we
have drafted it after Buckley versus
Valeo, which said that part of the
speech is already limited. Let us give a
neat little other side. There are two
sides to the Buckley coin, as Justice
Burger said. Let us take care of the ex-
penditures themselves and not dance
around the mulberry bush with Patrick
Henry and James Madison and anybody
else from the time that they believed
in slavery.

That is the forefathers. I think we
have come a long way. They did not
have to go down the road in the wagon
and solicit $14,000 every week. They did
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have freedom of speech and free elec-
tions.

They did a pretty good job, though.
We got a good Constitution, generally.
But we have had to amend it because
they did believe in slavery and we have
outgrown that particular cancer. We
are trying this afternoon to outgrow
this particular cancer. We can get elec-
tions back to the issues and the con-
fidence of the people back in their Con-
gress and their democracy. And we can
get participation. But why did less
than 50 percent come out to vote? The
votes say, ‘‘What is the reason? The
money controls the whole blooming
thing.’’

Look at what is in the headlines,
that is all we have had—January, Feb-
ruary, down into March. There is an-
other shoe that falls every day. They
begin to think this political contribu-
tion character is a centipede. I have
never seen so many shoes falling.

We go from Indonesia to China to all
these different countries to everything
else of that kind. It would be helpful to
me if they all would say: ‘‘Look, we
tried to compete. We stretched every
law. We intentionally stretched every
law. We asked Philadelphia lawyers,
‘Can you do it?’ And when the Philadel-
phia lawyers said, ‘You can do it,’ then
we said, ‘We have to do it, because that
Republican crowd is going to outraise
us anyway you look at it.’ ’’ And they
did. They raised over $150 million more
than the Democrats were able to raise.

So, why don’t they admit to what ex-
actly occurred and then let us pass this
amendment and give the people an op-
portunity to vote on what they have
been asking for 30 years now. I went
down the litany of failed reforms, Sen-
ator, from 1966 right on.

But when we get the distinguished
former chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and now ranking member of
the Foreign Relations Committee, to
come to the floor, the Senator from
South Carolina knows when to hush. I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). The Senator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I want to
apologize to my friend from South
Carolina because, as usual, he has been
carrying the heavy load here. He has
been carrying the water for all of us. I
do apologize for not being here, to be
more engaged in this debate. Frankly,
I say to my friend from South Caro-
lina, everything else we talk about—all
the other talk about what we are going
to do about campaign financing and
campaign finance reform, and who has
more money and who has less money,
and how to avoid the stain and stink of
money—ultimately, cannot make a dif-
ference until, we do what you have
been telling us we need to do for the
last decade or more.

We have a Supreme Court that has
interpreted the first amendment in a
bizarre way. This is not only with re-
gard to the Buckley case. Take, for ex-
ample, all this talk about soft money.
We would not be in the spot we are in

with soft money in terms of both polit-
ical parties had it not been for the Su-
preme Court decision last year. At
least there used to be a couple of veils
left in this dance of seven veils. Now,
you have major, major contributors
who can come in and just change the
whole dynamic of Senate and House
races.

I just came from a meeting on chemi-
cal weapons. This is sort of the biologi-
cal agent of politics that we are trying
to eliminate here. Two years ago, in
the last cycle, if somebody wanted to
come in and put up $100,000, $500,000, $1
million, $5 million—if they did it all by
themselves, did not coordinate it with
a political party, put up billboards and
advertisements and did not collude
with the one or the other political par-
ties against a specific candidate, then
they could spend all the money they
wanted. But there was this little veil
that sat there. It did not allow the
multimillionaire to pick up the phone
and call the chairman of the Demo-
cratic Party or Republican Party in
Delaware and say, look, I want to de-
feat BIDEN or I want to defeat the other
guy and I have a million bucks; how do
you want me to spend it?

The Supreme Court came along—a
fellow I voted for, a brilliant guy—and
wrote an opinion and said in effect,
‘‘Oh, no, there’s no distinction between
you going out and spending it yourself,
in first amendment terms, and giving
it to and coordinating with a political
party.’’

What happened? We have a thousand
dollar limit on individual contribu-
tions. But what does that mean? In my
campaign this last time out, all of a
sudden I find—I assume in coordination
with the political party; by the way, I
am not saying Democrats would do the
same thing if they had the money—all
of a sudden, I am finding all these ads
on the radio with our good friend Mal-
colm Wallop. He was a good friend; he
is a good man. He was heading up
Americans for Freedom or some orga-
nization with a name like that.

He said, ‘‘This is Americans for Free-
dom. Do you realize Senator JOE BIDEN
is taking away your freedom?’’ An-
other group came in and did specific
radio ads against me, coordinated by
the Republicans.

All of a sudden, my opponent had
money. When he had to go out and get
little pieces at a time, he had a hard
time convincing people to give him the
money. But, you get a couple of those
big guys, they come along, and here is
10, 20, 50, 70, 100,000 bucks.

The point I am making is, all that is
legal now. So what are we going to do?
We can pass all the laws. I support
McCain-Feingold. I am going to vote
for it. But, I am reminded of that per-
son who once said, ‘‘You know, mod-
erate reform is like moderate chas-
tity.’’ That is about what we are get-
ting here with legislation.

When I arrived here, one of the first
things I did, to the best of my recollec-
tion—it was Dick Clark and JOE

BIDEN—was propose Federal funding of
elections, congressional elections, be-
cause I wanted to get the private
money out of this deal. I wanted to
challenge incumbents, to let chal-
lengers have the same money incum-
bents had. I did not want public offi-
cials to be beholden to anybody but the
American taxpayer.

I will never forget, some Democratic
Senators, God bless their souls, like
Warren Magnuson—‘‘Maggie,’’ as we
used to call him—from Washington
State, and some very prominent Re-
publicans, looked at me and said, ‘‘Kid,
do you know what you’re doing here?
Do you understand this?’’ I am not jok-
ing about this. ‘‘Do you understand
this?’’

One Senator I will not name but has
long since passed, called me into the
Cloakroom, pulled me aside and said,
‘‘JOE, come here.’’ I was 30 years old at
the time. I walked in and said, ‘‘Yes,
sir?’’

He said, ‘‘Enough of this stuff now,
all right?’’

I said, ‘‘Enough of what?’’
He said, ‘‘This thing about giving the

other guy the same amount of money
we get.’’ He said, ‘‘I worked too’’—I
won’t quote him precisely—‘‘I worked
too darn hard to get to the point where
some little sniveling brat will get the
same money I have to run against me.’’

Well, that is why nobody in here
wants to have it that way. I am not
crazy about the fact. I have been
around longer now. I am a senior Sen-
ator, so I can raise more money than
the other guy. But, the other guy
should have as much money as me to
run, and neither of us should have to go
around with our hats in hand saying,
‘‘Will you help me?’’ because it is a cor-
rosive process, especially for a new guy
and a new woman.

The reason I am saying that is this.
I believe the vast majority of people
who contribute to campaigns contrib-
ute to campaigns because they, in fact,
find a Senator who already has a posi-
tion they agree with. The problem I
worry about is the young person who
decides to run for the first time.

I will repeat this story. I told it in a
hearing once, and I paid for it. But I
will repeat it again and probably will
pay for it again.

Toward the end of my first campaign,
when I was 29 years old, I had no
money, didn’t have a thing—no tele-
vision money—and all of a sudden, the
guy that couldn’t possibly be beaten, I
am within a point of him, the polls
said.

About 10 days before the election, I
get a phone call from a group of men I
never heard from before in an area of
my State, I say to the Presiding Offi-
cer, where we used to only ride through
and say, ‘‘My God, look at the size of
those houses.’’ I get a phone call. They
were decent men, by the way, decent,
honorable men. They called me, and we
went out to this place they call ‘‘the
hunt country’’ in my area. You know
it. You know some of the people. I was
just so flattered they invited me.
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I was thinking, 10 days. My brother,

who is 6 years younger than me, was
my campaign finance chairman. You
can tell how effective we were. We had
no money. He was 24 years old. The
Senator from South Carolina knows
my brother. Jimmy says, while driving
me out there, ‘‘You know, Joe, we got
a call from the radio stations. If tomor-
row we don’t have the check for next
week, we’re off the air.’’ Now, like any-
body who is running for office, you
pour your heart, your soul, everything
into this.

Mr. HOLLINGS. That’s what they
call free speech.

Mr. BIDEN. Right, free speech. You
pour everything into it. So I was sit-
ting there, and I was within a point,
according to the polls, of pulling off at
that time, that year, what was viewed
as the upset of the year. I wasn’t even
old enough, Mr. President, to be sworn
in the day I got elected.

So I was riding out there. I walked
into this room with nice big leather
couches. I get offered, like we do in the
Foreign Relations Committee, a sher-
ry. That is a kind of foreign relations
thing, sherry. I get offered a sherry. I
don’t drink, so I politely said, ‘‘No
thanks.’’

These guys are real nice guys, five or
six of them, and most of them made a
living, God bless them—I don’t be-
grudge them this—by clipping coupons.
They came from wealthy families with
a lot of money, and they are decent
guys. Two of them had already been
helping me. They thought this was a
nice little revolution, this kid coming
up doing this.

They sat there and looked at me. The
one guy who was the older of this
group—I say I was 29, so they were
probably between the ages of 32 and 40.
One guy looks at me and says, ‘‘JOE,
can you tell us your position on capital
gains?’’ Now, Mr. President, I knew the
right answer for $30,000. I knew the
right answer. Capital gains had not
been an issue in the campaign. I had
never spoken out on capital gains. No
one had talked about it, but I am not
stupid.

I was sitting there—and this is the
God’s truth—I was sitting in that room
seeing what I worked for for 2 years
about to go down the drain because I
don’t have $20,000 to keep my radio ads
on the air. $20,000 wouldn’t get you
anything these days, but it would have
kept me on the air for 10 more days
with my radio ads, which were very ef-
fective, as it turned out.

I sat there, and I don’t know why I
did it—not because I am so honorable
and brave or anything—I just blurted
out, ‘‘I don’t think we have to change
the capital gains structure.’’ That was
the end of the conversation. Everybody
was very polite to me, said, ‘‘Great
idea,’’ and talked about a few other
things. They said, ‘‘JOE, lots of luck in
your senior year.’’ I got up and left. I
didn’t raise any money from them.

I could have said, ‘‘You know, gentle-
men, I think the capital gains rate

should be reduced.’’ I knew that is how
they all made their living. By the way,
there is a legitimate, serious argument
that capital gains should be reduced. It
is not like it is something that is im-
moral or bad. I just happen to disagree
with it. The truth is, I had not even
thought that much about it, so it
would not have been like I was selling
my soul had I changed a position. But,
the contrariant instinct got the better
of me. I heard the words come out of
my mouth and I thought, ‘‘Oh, my God,
what did I just say?’’

Maybe I should not be so honest, but
I have been around here too long. I
have been here 24 years. And, this story
illustrates the corrupting nature of the
process. I have never known anybody I
have worked with where a contributor
says, ‘‘Here, I got some money for you
if you go ahead and take a certain posi-
tion.’’ That is not how it works. That
is not the corruption. The corruption is
sort of an insidious thing. It is insid-
ious. But, in the public’s mind, it is all
bad now, even when we get support
from people for positions we die for po-
litically—whether somebody contrib-
uted to us or not, we would hold them
dear, we would go down.

I always say to young people when
they say they want to run for office,
answer one question: Is there some-
thing you are willing to lose over? If
you are not willing to lose over some-
thing, you should not get involved in
politics; you should go do something
else.

And for all the women and men in
the Senate, there are positions over
which they are willing to give up their
seats rather than yield on. Somebody
who contributes to them, who happens
to share their view on that issue—now
it is tainted in the public’s mind. When
we get support from people who are
supporting us because we are of like
mind, not because we changed our
mind to get their support, we are
viewed in a way that we must have
done it because of the contribution.
That is how bad it has gotten.

So what I do not understand, I say to
my friend from South Carolina, is, you
would think out of mere self-preserva-
tion and our own honor——

Mr. HOLLINGS. Right.
Mr. BIDEN. You would think we

would want to change the system. I
would say, to the best of my knowl-
edge, all 100 Senators here are honest
and decent people. But the perception
out there is that there must be—must
be—something wrong because all this
money is in here.

So, it seems to me, I say to my friend
from South Carolina—and I am not
being solicitous—as usual, you have
cut to the quick of the matter. Nothing
can fundamentally change—fundamen-
tally change—with regard to the way
in which the process works until we
have the ability under the law to limit
the amount of money we spend, to de-
termine how we can raise it, and to
limit certain outside excesses that
presently exist. If we did the things

that we all would agree privately we
have to do, the Supreme Court, I be-
lieve, would rule under their recent
case law that it was a violation of the
first amendment.

So what I am saying to my friend
from South Carolina is, besides thank
you, that you are dead, dead, dead
right. I am going to vote for things in
addition to this amendment, but not
because I think without this amend-
ment they are going to work, but be-
cause I think they are the only things
we can do. And, I hope that I am wrong
in terms of my reading of the Court’s
assessment of the first amendment.

My colleagues sometimes kid me, Mr.
President, because they know I teach
constitutional law in law school now. I
think it must send shutters through
Justice Scalia and others that I have
been teaching the last 5 years a course
on constitutional law and separation of
powers issues. But you know what they
say, if you want to learn a subject,
teach it. If you want to learn a subject,
teach it.

I am an adjunct professor at Widener
University Law School, and I have
taught a seminar on constitutional law
for the past 5 years on Saturday morn-
ings. I might add for the record, I do it
without any conflicts to my job in the
Senate. I do it Saturday mornings, on
my time. Nobody helps me with it.

I am telling you, Senator HOLLINGS,
you are right. Without changing the
Constitution and giving us the power
to determine what parameters we set
or how we raise money for elections or
how much we can spend, then anything
we do here is subject to significant
change by the Supreme Court.

Twenty-one years ago the Supreme
Court ruled that spending money was
the same thing as speech. The Court
said that writing a check for a can-
didate was speech, but writing a check
to a candidate was not speech.

The Supreme Court made a su-
premely bad and, I believe, supremely
wrong decision. By saying that Con-
gress shall make no law abridging the
freedom to write a check, the Court is
saying that Congress cannot take the
responsible step of limiting how much
money politicians can spend in trying
to get elected. And we have to start
putting limits on this because money is
just permeating the system.

I am sure I am going to repeat a few
things here that have been said by oth-
ers, but I think they are worth being
repeated.

In just the last 4 years, the total
amount of money given to the political
parties has increased 73 percent—73
percent. The total amount of money
spent on races for Congress has in-
creased 600 percent in the last 20 years.
These are in real dollars—600 percent.

I ask you, how do these young pages,
some of whom hopefully have dreams
and aspirations of standing where I am
right now—hopefully, a number of you
have that aspiration—how do they get
started.

When I started to get involved in
public office, I had to raise the awful
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sum of $150,000 to make the race credi-
ble, $250,000 to be in the game, and
$350,000 to win in little old Delaware.

Today, somebody who wants to beat
an incumbent, me or BILL ROTH, they
better be able to raise a minimum of $2
million. But guess what? We only have
700,000 people in my whole State. But
you know why they need so much
money in Delaware? The reason is, we
are in the fourth most expensive media
market in the country. And as every-
body knows, just to get to the point
where 60 percent of the people in your
State know enough about you to make
a judgment whether they should vote
for you or not, costs a lot of money.
Just to get to know you—nothing else,
not even to get to the point where they
have any idea what your views are.
Just to get to the point you are known.
You know what it costs, I say to my
friends who are from States much big-
ger than mine but in places where it is
a lot cheaper to buy television? You
know what it costs to air one 30-second
ad at a good time on Philadelphia tele-
vision on one of the network stations?
It is $30,000 for 30 seconds.

Mr. HOLLINGS. You do not have a
TV station.

Mr. BIDEN. I do not have a TV sta-
tion. I believe we are the only State in
the Nation that does not have its own
commercial television station. That is
not because we are good, bad, or indif-
ferent. It is because it would make no
economic sense. I live within 22 miles
of the antennae of every one of the
major stations—every one of the major
networks in America. They are located
in Philadelphia. I live in Delaware.

And so what happens when I buy an
ad or my opponent buys an ad on tele-
vision? For every 100 people who see
the ad, 96 of them live in New Jersey,
Maryland, or Pennsylvania and are un-
able to vote for or against me. But I
have to pay for them all. Now I am not
complaining because I have an advan-
tage. I am an incumbent. It is an ad-
vantage and a disadvantage. The dis-
advantage is that you are an incum-
bent. People do not like incumbents.
The advantage is that people know
your name.

If you are an unknown person run-
ning, like I was the first time, how do
you get to the point where even enough
people know your name—unless you
have a lot of money? And, my good-
ness, what it must be in the State of
Michigan or Pennsylvania or South
Carolina. Nevada is a little bigger now,
but when I got here we were bigger
than Nevada. Those States are bigger
in population than Delaware.

I can speak knowledgeably only
about one of our colleagues who did not
run the last time. I will not mention
his name. I know why he did not run.
He would have won, and most people
say he would have won. The State he
happened to represent required him to
raise at least, he thought, $12 million.
He did not want to do that anymore—
did not want to do that.

Look, the way we can raise the
money is we can raise it at $1,000 a

shot. That is the most we can raise
from an individual. How many phone
calls—from non-Federal property—do
you make to be able to raise, in $1,000
increments, $12 million? That is a lot
of money.

But guess what that does now? It
means that you have to go from a cir-
cle of people who you know—and you
know you do not have to worry about
their backgrounds, their cir-
cumstances, where they came from,
what their objectives were—to the uni-
verse. And, I want to tell you there is
not a single U.S. Senator, myself in-
cluded, who, I believe, could vouch for
the character or motive or motivation
of all the people who contributed to
them unless they have the FBI working
for them. We would have to spend more
money than we raise to do background
checks.

You know what I always think of, I
say to my friend from South Carolina?
I think of the guy who was probably
more chaste than Caesar’s wife, Jimmy
Carter. I will never forget when he was
running for President. He showed up at
a fundraiser, and there was a guy
named John Gacy—remember him, the
mass murderer? Seriously, I am not
joking. This literally happened. Gacy
walks in and he contributes to Carter.
And he is standing between Rosalynn
Carter and Jimmy Carter. Then, later,
we find out that the guy is a mass mur-
derer. I say that not just because it is
kind of humorous and we all laugh
about it. But, I say that because there
is no way, no matter how thorough you
are as a candidate, that you can know
about all your contributors. And I
would have thought by now that we
would all be worried about how it re-
flects on our reputation if a contribu-
tor turns out to be somebody that
should not have contributed.

For example, recently there was a
name of somebody who was an unsa-
vory contributor, as it turned out, in
the newspaper. It was a Chinese man.
One of my guys said, ‘‘My God, we have
a man by that name that contributed
to you,’’ and I said, Oh, my God, find
out who this guy is. It is a name that
is a relatively common Chinese name, I
found out later, like Smith or Jones.
Guess what? It turns out the guy with
that name who contributed to me was
a librarian with the Library of Con-
gress. I will never forget sitting in my
seat going, Oh, thank God, thank God.
Because, really and truly, what would
have happened if it turned out to be
the guy everybody was writing about?
If I were up for election I would have to
spend $100,000 in television ads to prove
I did not know the guy.

Now, maybe we are counting on the
people being so cynical that they will
not hold anybody accountable for this.
But I just think for pure self-preserva-
tion—not self-preservation of our jobs,
self-preservation of our reputations
and our integrity—that we would very
much like the system to change.

I might add, you know how they kid
around here. We joke when we have

colleagues who announce they are not
running again and they have been here
for some time. We always joke and say
things like, Well, now you will be able
to tell them what you think. There was
a guy that my friend from South Caro-
lina knows well, and I will never forget
him. Remember Steve Young—Senator
Young from Ohio? Senator Young had
been out of office about 2 or 4 years,
but he was a guy I think who was wid-
owed at that time, a man in his
eighties, if I am not mistaken. And, he
hung around here. He did not lobby
anybody but he hung around, in the
gym, in the dining room.

You may remember this story, Sen-
ator HOLLINGS, and I apologize for
being so personal. But, the reason I am
telling these stories is I want to com-
municate to the American people who
are listening in real personal terms
how this system works. I will never
forget the effort of the distinguished
Senator from South Carolina who took
me under his wing when my first wife
was killed in an automobile accident.
When I got remarried and wanted to in-
troduce my new wife, Jill, to the peo-
ple, he had a reception for me up in the
famous caucus room and everyone from
the Vice President, President, the Su-
preme Court, really laid it out to wel-
come my wife. And, I might add, as
they say, a point of personal privilege,
I still appreciate that.

I will never forget there was a recep-
tion line and, Senator HOLLINGS, you
introduced me to people. Later in the
night the reception line was still going
on but you were having to entertain
some of the people you brought along.
Old Steve Young came in the line, Sen-
ator Young was being nice, welcoming
people who were coming in. This is a
true story. And, a guy walked up to
Senator Young—he was to my left—put
out his hand, and said, ‘‘Senator, I bet
you don’t know my name.’’ I can’t
quote what Senator Young said exactly
because I am on the Senate floor and it
would be inappropriate, but Senator
Young turned to me and said, ‘‘Joe,
will you tell this horse’s tail his name?
He has forgotten it.’’

All of us would like to say that once
in a while. So we joke and we say when
someone leaves this place, Well, guess
you will be able to tell them what you
think now. The implication in that
comment is that how nice would it be
if you were totally unfettered, even in-
directly, totally unfettered? I envy,
and I mean this sincerely, the women
and men in here who have close to un-
limited wealth, and I do not begrudge
that. I mean that sincerely. I would
love nothing better than to be able to
run for office and say I do not want
anybody’s money. I do not want one
single penny from anybody, thank you
very much, because then I know people
would look at me and no one would be
able to even think or imply that any-
thing I did was because of anything
anybody contributed to me.

I do not know why there is not a
stronger instinct on this floor for that
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notion of not having to be beholden to
any contributors—and more support
for public funding. We may never get to
the point where we even get television
time made available to challengers. We
may never get to the point, and I am a
distinct minority, where we have pub-
lic financing, so the taxpayers are de-
ciding whether they in fact, support a
candidate. But, at least we could get to
the point, if we have the Senator’s
amendment, where we could limit the
amount of money in the process for ev-
erybody across the board, for every-
body. Boy oh boy, do you not think it
would be nice not to have to go out and
do all those fundraisers?

Let me say what our friend from Ne-
braska, Senator KERREY, says. The
danger in having this kind of discus-
sion is that we imply that the 99 per-
cent of the honorable people who con-
tribute to us are somehow motivated
by a bad reason. The vast majority of
people who contribute to both political
parties are people who contribute be-
cause it is their way of participating in
the system and they want to promote
the person whose ideas they agree
with. That sounds naive to say after all
these years, but it is true. I understand
why the public does not believe any of
it. I understand why the public does
not believe any of that.

I will conclude, Mr. President, be-
cause I see there are others here who
wish to speak. I will never forget
thinking as a young man when I ar-
rived here that the best thing to do,
and I still think it is, is to bring every-
thing out in the cold light of day. That
is why I have spent time explaining
how the system works. I am often re-
minded of that phrase, that saying,
that comment attributed to Bismarck
in Germany. Bismarck allegedly said
there are two things you should never
watch being made. One is sausage and
the other is legislation. I would amend
that slightly. Once the American peo-
ple got a chance to see exactly how
this worked, with all the disclosures
which I think are necessary and good
in the long run, I think the thing that
suffered was our collective integrity—
our collective integrity.

To the average person like my dad,
anybody who was able to contribute
$1,000 to a public official for a cam-
paign must be doing it for a reason,
and maybe is not so altruistic.

So, what does it say now that they
pick up the paper and realize that indi-
viduals and corporations and unions
and anybody else can contribute
$20,000, $30,000, $50,000, $100,000, $1 mil-
lion? Why do we expect them to say,
‘‘Well, it must be nobly motivated, it is
not for selfish reasons.’’ In many cases
it probably is totally nobly motivated.

Mr. President, I think that the single
most important thing that has to be
done from a purely practical sense is to
amend the Constitution and give us the
right to limit the amount of money
that candidates are able to spend. I lay
you 8 to 5 that if you ask every Senator
to stand up and say whether or not

they thought too much money was
being spent in public elections, 90 out
of 100 would say yes. I bet that if you
asked them, do you think we should
limit the amount of money that is
spent, at least 70 would say yes. But if
you asked them, ‘‘Will you or your
party lose political advantage if you do
that?’’ they may change their views.
The truth is that it is not just the Re-
publicans who don’t want this reform;
it is some Democrats, too. And, the
truth of the matter is, if we do what
you and I, Senator HOLLINGS, talked
about a long time ago—essentially
make it available for everybody to
have the same amount of money, either
by establishing a limit so that every-
body would be able to be equal, or by
providing public funding—every one of
us would have a race every time. None
of us like having those races.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. BIDEN. Yes.
Mr. HOLLINGS. I know others want

to be recognized, and I am hopeful to
hear from them. As usual, you are un-
fettered, and you don’t wait until you
get out of office to do that. You have
been masterful, because in this ex-
change we have had, talking about cha-
rades, there is no charade in your pres-
entation here this afternoon; it is right
on target. I thank the Senator for
yielding and for his talk today.

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Senator. I
must tell you that there is a piece of
me that says keep the system the way
it is, because it is awful hard to beat
me the way the system is. There is a
Senator we used to know who was very
powerful here. I would say, ‘‘Senator,
how in the Lord’s name did you get
that person to contribute to me?’’ He
said he told them, ‘‘It’s not so much
what BIDEN can do for you; it’s what
BIDEN can do to you.’’

The truth of the matter is, if you are
here and you have gained seniority and
you are in a good position—better in
the majority than the minority—it is a
lot easier for you to stay if you are
challenged. So I have to admit to you
that I know if I ever prevail in making
sure everybody running has the same
amount of money, or by practically
making it low enough so everybody
could raise the same amount of
money—I might say, ‘‘Oh, my God,
what have I done?’’ But it is the right
thing to do. I don’t have a lot of hope
that we can do it.

I thought when I got here in the
midst of Watergate that maybe that
episode would shock us into doing
something serious—and we did it, until
the Supreme Court overruled it. I hope
we take advantage of the current situa-
tion and have the courage to act at a
time when the spotlight is going to be
on not only potentially illegal, but
clearly unseemly, aspects of how these
funds are raised.

I want to make it clear that I am not
suggesting that I am any better or
worse than anybody else in this body. I
am merely suggesting that we should

change, for our own safety’s sake and
for our reputations, the way we do it
now. I don’t know how to really do it
unless you first have the authority
under the Constitution to be able to do
it.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas is recognized.
Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the gen-

tleman for yielding, and I appreciate
the opportunity to speak on this issue
because I think it is so important.
When we are talking about amending
the Constitution, and especially the
first amendment to the Constitution,
which is, in effect, what this would do,
I suggest that we think very carefully
about the ramifications.

So what are we doing here? We are
actually considering an amendment
that would open the door for restric-
tion on first amendment political
speech and freedom of association of
many kinds. It seems to me, if we are
rating the amendments, the free speech
amendment is one of if not the most re-
vered in our country. If we are going to
dissect the freedom of speech that we
have known for over 200 years in our
country and effectively establish var-
ious levels of free speech, I think we
must examine the impact this would
have. By allowing restrictions on polit-
ical speech, as this amendment would
do, but not other forms of speech, we
are opening the door to rendering polit-
ical speech secondary to commercial
advertising or even pornography. What
could we be thinking? Of all of the
rights we have, the ability to have free-
dom of political expression is perhaps
the greatest, and must be preserved at
least as vigorously as other rights.

Additionally, Mr. President, I would
suggest that this amendment might
also be called the Incumbency Protec-
tion Act of 1997. If we unduly restrict
the ability of people to spend money to
support the candidate of their choice
and to likewise have the ability to
raise adequate funds to run against in-
cumbents in political office, as this
amendment would allow, what we are
doing is saying that, forever more, in-
cumbents will have an advantage that
challengers will not have. In fact, the
reason we have the ability to have rel-
atively free access to campaign funds
or free access to the news media by
challengers is so our democracy will
work. Our democracy will only work if
everyone gets a fair chance to do his or
her very best to run against an incum-
bent or anyone else for political office.
The idea that we would allow for al-
most limitless restrictions on that fun-
damental right is unthinkable.

Mr. President, many of us believe
that campaign reform is essential, that
we would look at our system and that
we would make sure that there is ac-
countability, openness, and trans-
parency—that whoever contributes to
campaigns would be known to the vot-
ing public. We need to make sure that
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is the case. But to say that we would
open the door to allowing restrictions
on free access to the media or that we
would require the media to, in effect,
give access to anyone who might decide
that they are going to pay a filing fee
is really an inhibition not only of free
speech but of the right of free press,
which is also a crucial element of our
first amendment. This resolution raises
this as a real possibility and en-
croaches unacceptably on our hallowed
Bill of Rights—that document that has
made our democracy work and has
kept our Government in the hands of
the people. Our democracy will simply
not be as strong if we do not preserve
the freedom to be able to go out into
the news media, or the sidewalk, or
anyplace else and proclaim why we are
running and what cause we care about
for public office.

So I applaud Senator MCCONNELL for
standing up for the first amendment,
for making sure that we do not do
something that would amend our Con-
stitution without careful consider-
ation.

I know that many in this body are
frustrated. They are frustrated with
our campaign system. I am sure that
Senator HOLLINGS is frustrated and is
clearly trying to fix a system that has
problems. I would just say to my col-
league from South Carolina that I
think we need to address campaign re-
form, but this is not the vehicle.
Amending the Constitution to provide
for the ability for any State legislature
or any Congress in the future to limit
access to the airwaves or freedom of
speech or association or of any organi-
zation to lawfully contribute to a cam-
paign is simply not the way to go.

Let us in Congress come together on
real campaign finance reform so that
the people of America will be informed
voters. But whatever we do, we should
never relegate political speech to sec-
ond-class status. Rather, we must work
to ensure that the basic right to speak
one’s mind in the political marketplace
of ideas remains the most protected of
all of our rights.

Thank you, Mr. President.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I

want to congratulate the Senator from
Texas for a very important contribu-
tion to this important debate. We have
finally gotten on to the real subject.
The real subject is the first amend-
ment, free speech, and protecting polit-
ical discourse in this country. I just
wanted to congratulate the Senator
from Texas for her contributions
today.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
appreciate the opportunity to speak
today, and I appreciate the Senator
from Kentucky managing this amend-
ment in opposition because we are ex-
ercising that free political speech that
we enjoy. I think the ability for us to
disagree while not being disagreeable is
very important in the process.

I thank the Senator from Kentucky
for leading the opposition.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I op-
pose the amendment offered by my
friend Senator HOLLINGS. I respect his
leadership on campaign finance reform,
but it is a mistake to write it into the
Constitution.

The current system of financing elec-
tions clearly needs reform. Something
must be done to curtail excessive
spending on the campaign trail. The
billions of dollars spent by candidates
and the massive exploitation of loop-
holes in current law have led to a grow-
ing cynicism and distrust of our sys-
tem of government. We must act on re-
form, but amending the Constitution is
the wrong way to do it.

In the entire history of the Constitu-
tion, we have never amended the Bill of
Rights, and now is no time to start. It
would be wrong to carve an exception
in the first amendment. Campaign fi-
nance reform is a serious problem, but
it does not require that we twist the
meaning of the Constitution.

Campaign finance reform is clearly
possible without a constitutional
amendment. The Buckley decision does
not make it impossible for Congress to
pass legislation achieving far-reaching
reform. In fact, a large number of ex-
perts believe that the Supreme Court’s
1976 decision in Buckley versus Valeo
went too far, and that the Court is
likely to reconsider it in an appro-
priate case. Over 50 prominent lawyers
have said that the Buckley decision is
‘‘a mistake, unsupported by precedent
and contrary to the best understanding
of prior first amendment jurispru-
dence.’’

These lawyers and other constitu-
tional scholars believe that Congress
should pass campaign finance reform
legislation and give the Supreme Court
the opportunity to revise the Buckley
decision.

The McCain-Feingold legislation pro-
vides us with that opportunity. As
President Clinton commented during
his State of the Union Address, Sen-
ator MCCAIN and Senator FEINGOLD
have reached across party lines to de-
velop a solution to uncontrolled cam-
paign spending. Contrary to what Ma-
jority Leader LOTT believes, this legis-
lation is not, ‘‘food stamps for politi-
cians.’’ It is a serious bipartisan effort
to solve this problem, and the Senate
should make it a priority.

The constitutional amendment be-
fore us today—unlike statutory re-
form—will not make a difference. It
merely empowers Congress to pass leg-
islation that would place mandatory
limits on campaign spending in Federal
elections. After the long ratification
process, Congress would still have to
actually pass legislation setting those
limits. Though well-intended, this con-
stitutional amendment is simply a dis-
traction. We should get on with the
business of enacting reform, without
waiting for ratification of a constitu-
tional amendment, and certainly with-
out tampering with the Bill of Rights.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-

ate resume consideration of Senate
Joint Resolution 18 at 11:30 a.m. on
Tuesday, March 18, and that there be 1
hour remaining for closing remarks to
be equally divided between myself and
Senator HOLLINGS; that the Senate
then resume consideration of the reso-
lution at 2:15 p.m. on Tuesday for 30
minutes equally divided; and, finally,
following that time on Tuesday, the
joint resolution be read for the third
time and the Senate proceed to vote on
passage of S.J. Res. 18 with no inter-
vening action or debate with paragraph
4 of rule XII being waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, as a
reminder to all Senators, this consent
agreement allows for a rollcall vote on
the measure currently before us at ap-
proximately 2:45 on Tuesday, March 18.

I yield the floor.
Mr. REID addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ABRAHAM). The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am a

sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 18.
I am proud to be a sponsor of that reso-
lution.

What we have to understand is that
the present system must change. It is
hard for me to comprehend that since I
was first elected to Congress more than
14 years ago the system is still the
same as it was. It has not gotten bet-
ter. It has gotten worse. Ten years ago
when I was elected to the Senate, I
came to this floor, and one of the first
speeches I gave was about the need for
campaign finance reform. It is hard for
me to really believe that here it is 10
years later and it has not gotten bet-
ter. It has gotten worse. I thought it
might stay the same. In my most pessi-
mistic thoughts I thought there was a
possibility that the system would re-
main the same. It has gotten worse.

What our friend from Delaware just
talked about in this very remarkable
good speech is what other abuses take
place. Independent expenditures—we
didn’t have independent expenditures
when I was first elected to Congress.
What is an independent expenditure?
That is a good question. No one really
knows. But they are legal. They are
legal. They are not illegal. If a group
gets together, they don’t have to iden-
tify themselves. They can make up a
name. Senator BRYAN, for example, was
Governor of the State Nevada, and he
ran for the Senate. A group of individ-
uals got together and they represented
the automobile industry. They ran a
bunch of ads, hundreds of thousands of
dollars’ worth of ads, tens of thou-
sands. I don’t know how much money.
There is no way to know. They do not
have to list how much they spent
against Senator BRYAN, using Social
Security as their issue. It had nothing
to do with their field of interest. But it
was a way to embarrass my friend, the
Governor of the State of Nevada, who
was running for the Senate. That is an
independent expenditure.

In my race the last time I ran for the
Senate, a wealthy person from Las
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Vegas ran ads against me dealing with
something about the military on sub-
marines and aircraft carriers because I
didn’t visit with one of his grand-
children when they came to Washing-
ton. I was busy. I don’t know what it
was. I didn’t visit with his grandchild
when they came to Washington to visit
me. He is a rich man who spent money
trying to defeat me. He doesn’t have to
list where the money comes from. That
is an independent expenditure.

Early this century Congress outlawed
corporate money in Federal elections.
They are not illegal anymore. The Su-
preme Court ruled last year that you
can give unlimited amounts to State
parties, and they can spend the money
any way they want. That is what hap-
pened this election. That is what all
this campaign mess is about—State
parties spending all of their money.

So things have gotten worse; they
have not gotten better since I have
been in the Congress. It is really too
bad that the system has reached a
point where it is.

I have heard a lot of speeches here
today about our Founding Fathers and
about the first amendment. Well, the
Founding Fathers who drew up this lit-
tle instrument, the Constitution of the
United States, would turn over in their
graves if they saw how money was
being used in campaigns. The first
amendment wasn’t meant to allow un-
limited spending of money in cam-
paigns. Should we wind up in this Con-
gress with 535—it can’t just be a mil-
lionaire—multimillionaires? The an-
swer is no, that isn’t the way it should
be.

When I first was elected to the House
of Representatives, we had a plumber,
a tradesman, who represented a con-
gressional district from Missouri. He
ran and he won. He could not win work-
ing on those wages anymore; he
couldn’t win.

We cannot let what has now become
the status quo—which is worse than
the status quo of the election before—
continue. Under the current campaign
finance laws, Government is restricted
from regulating campaign spending.
This is a result, as we have heard here
several times, of a U.S. Supreme Court
in a 5 to 4 decision equating spending
money in a campaign to free speech.

There are all of these speeches here
about first amendment rights. If the
resolution of the Senator from South
Carolina passes, there is nothing that
will violate the first amendment.
Every day that we come on this floor
to pass legislation we have to be aware
of the first amendment. We are not
going to do anything to denigrate the
first amendment rights. The Supreme
Court struck down the expenditure
limits imposed by the Federal Cam-
paign Practices Act of 1974 as an un-
constitutional restriction on free
speech. The intent of that legislation
which restricted campaign spending
was to equalize the ability to run for
office between persons of differing
wealth. The Supreme Court, through

their decision, made the playing field
not level.

What happens in a relatively small
State like Nevada is, if someone wants
to come in and spend, it will cost now
$4 million to run in the State of Ne-
vada, or more. What if somebody wants
to come in and spend $10 million, a
third as much as was spent in the Cali-
fornia race an election ago where a
man came in and spent $30 million of
his own money—$30 million. He could
save $20 million if he decided to move
to Nevada.

I have to say, as popular as the
present Governor is in the State of Ne-
vada, as popular as my friend, the jun-
ior Senator from Nevada is, $10 million
would test their ability. The airwaves
would be drowned with TV messages,
radio, and, of course, newspapers
throughout the State. Is that fair? I
really do not think it is. I think that
we need to be able to stop that. The
playing field is not level.

Most Americans believe that the cur-
rent system is flawed. Their central
concern is special interest influence. It
is ironic that the Court equated free
speech with money. Their decision has
the opposite effect. It actually ensures
that those with money can talk and
those without money cannot talk.

I want to also spread across the
record of this Senate my appreciation
for the courage of the Senator from
South Carolina for continuing on this
issue. We are only here today as a re-
sult of the persistence of the Senator
from South Carolina. We are here by
virtue of a unanimous consent agree-
ment that was entered into sometime
ago saying we are going to debate this
issue or I am not going to let some-
thing else move forward on the Senate
floor. That is what the Senator from
South Carolina did. And it took some-
one with experience, prestige, and
abilities to get us to the point where
we can at least talk about it.

I also say to my friend from South
Carolina, I think we know we are not
going to get 67 votes. I am dis-
appointed. And maybe a miracle will
happen. But that does not mean we are
not right. That does not mean what the
Senator from South Carolina is leading
is not right. And we are going to win
some day. It is only a question of when.
I say thank you from the people of the
State of Nevada to the Senator from
South Carolina for allowing us to have
the opportunity to talk about this.

Campaign finance is a sore that is
festering in the body politic of Amer-
ica, and we have to do something to
change it. We may not change it with
this resolution passing, but we are
going to change it because we are going
to keep talking about it, because what
is going on now is wrong. It is wrong
you have independent expenditures,
somebody spending money against peo-
ple because they refused to see their
grandchild. And in the middle of the
night they go to the TV station and
run these ads because they are
wealthy. Is that the way to conduct
business in this country? I say no.

I say people can stand up and say,
well, it is free speech; they can do what
they want. But they can play by the
rules everybody else plays by. If some-
body wants to contribute to my cam-
paign under the Federal law that I
thought existed when I came here—you
have to list how much they give and
they cannot give more than $1,000 an
election, their occupation, where they
live—why shouldn’t they have to do
the same. You do not know who these
groups are that come in the middle of
the night. I did not learn until after
the election someone was mad at me
because I did not see their grandchild.

I repeat, the Supreme Court equated
free speech with money. Their decision
has the opposite effect. It actually en-
sures that those with money can talk
and those without money cannot talk.

Over the last decade we have seen an
unsettling trend in American politics.
Most of our candidates for Federal of-
fice have money. There are some esti-
mates which say $1.6 billion was spent
on campaigns this past year. And cam-
paigns have become more expensive
with each election. You can call it free
speech; call it whatever you want. That
is wrong. You cannot make something
wrong right by saying it is wrong
enough times. It is wrong to have the
ability to be elected depend on how
much money you have.

Thomas Jefferson was a bad speaker.
He could not be elected today. As much
of a genius as Thomas Jefferson was,
he could not be elected today unless we
change these rules.

The skyrocketing costs are prohibi-
tive and serve as a deterrent for aver-
age Americans who want to participate
in the political process. As long as
costs continue to rise, so will the need
for more money. Limiting spending is
the only way of keeping the cost of
campaigns down.

I wish we had a way of shortening the
election cycle. The Presidential elec-
tion just finished and people are al-
ready beginning to run for President.

Over the past 10 years, Congress has
tried to get around the Buckley deci-
sion with at least 100 different propos-
als. There are numerous proposals now
pending. But we are never going to
slow the amount of money associated
with campaigns until we address the
Buckley decision head on. That is what
the Senator of South Carolina has
done.

Congress must undo the Buckley de-
cision and reinstate campaign spending
limits. This legislation amends the
Constitution to authorize Congress to
cap campaign expenditures in Federal
elections. I do not take lightly amend-
ing the Constitution or our precious
freedom of speech, but it is the only
way to undo the Buckley decision.

No one is in favor of free speech more
than I am, and I think I have the
record to indicate that. I represented
newspapers before I came here. Some of
my clients went to court on first
amendment cases. But equating free
speech with campaign spending simply
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creates a constitutional protection for
wealthy candidates to buy Federal
elections.

An alternative to this amendment is
to continue to spin our wheels, work-
ing on hundreds of different initiatives
designed to provide public financing, fi-
nancial inducements in exchange for
voluntary spending limits or one of the
other failed proposals we have debated
over the years.

I have been in the Senate 10 years, so
I do not want to go back further than
that, but let me read to my friend, the
prime sponsor of this resolution this
year and the years gone by: During the
years I have been in the Senate, we
have had 6,742 pages of hearings. We
have had 3,361 speeches, 62 now with
this one, 1,063 pages of committee hear-
ings, 113 Senate votes on campaign fi-
nance reform, and we even had one bi-
partisan Federal commission which
went nowhere. The vast majority of
those votes, I would say 90 of the 113
votes were for cloture—stop debate so
we could get to vote on one of the is-
sues.

Now, I am a cosponsor of McCain-
Feingold, an imperfect piece of legisla-
tion, but I say I do not know how we
could make things worse than what
they now are. I support McCain-
Feingold; I hope it passes, but I think
the chances of passing are pretty re-
mote. I have to tell you that. I hope it
passes. I am a sponsor of it. But until
we do what the Senator from South
Carolina suggests we do—and I am co-
sponsoring the amendment, an original
cosponsor—I think we are just going to
add to this. We are going to have prob-
ably by the time this year is over 7,500
pages of hearings, maybe 500 floor
speeches, maybe 1,300 pages of commit-
tee reports, and probably 125 votes
rather than 113, and accomplish noth-
ing.

So I think we have to stop talking
about limiting spending and look for a
way to hit Buckley head on. We cannot
enact powerful campaign spending lim-
itations as long as this is the law.

Overall funding for the Democratic
and Republican Parties totaled almost
$1 billion last year, a 73 percent in-
crease over the same period during the
1992 cycle. We can get up and say all we
want that this is just part of free
speech. I do not buy that. I do not
think we can be whipsawed into cower-
ing because the free speech argument is
raised. I am not going to be. I am going
to talk about this issue every chance I
get.

I would like to be able to spend more
of my time debating issues dealing
with education, dealing with the trade
deficit, dealing with juvenile crime,
adult crime; I have some environ-
mental things I would like to come
here and talk about. That is one of my
prime responsibilities on the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee. I
would like to come here and talk about
that. I would like to spend some time
talking about the ISTEA bill. But,
frankly, a lot of us have to spend a lot

of time making phone calls to raise
money.

It is too bad, isn’t it.
Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, siree.
Mr. REID. The public believes that

escalating cost of elections puts a price
tag on our democracy. So why is there
this call for campaign finance reform?
Let us go over the issues.

No. 1, record-breaking spending. As I
said, we hear all kinds of estimates,
but just the parties spent over $1 bil-
lion; in overall spending, $1.6 billion at
least.

No. 2, Americans feel shut out. Amer-
icans, more than ever, believe that the
emphasis on money in elections ex-
cludes them from meaningful partici-
pation. They believe that special inter-
ests who contribute large sums of
money have more influence on elected
officials and that candidates are forced
to spend too much time raising funds
and too little time listening to voters’
concerns.

No. 3, campaigns are too expensive.
Campaigns have become more expen-
sive with each election. The skyrocket-
ing costs are prohibitive and serve as a
deterrent to the average American who
wants to participate in the political
process. As long as the costs continue
to rise, so will the need for more
money. Limiting spending is the only
way of keeping these costs down.

My friend, the Senator from Dela-
ware, talked about these pages. We
have serving in the U.S. Senate today a
fine senior Senator from the State of
Connecticut who was a page. I am sure,
years ago, he sat where you young peo-
ple are sitting and heard speeches de-
livered by various Senators. I am al-
most embarrassed to stand here and
talk to you four young people about
this issue. It is embarrassing to me, to
admit the system is failing. I don’t like
to talk about the system failing. I
started last summer coming on this
floor talking about how good Govern-
ment was, that we should be proud of
Government. And I do believe that.
There are many things we should be
proud of: Our National Park System,
how well FEMA reacts to crisis, our
Consumer Safety Products Commis-
sion—many, many things we should be
very proud and happy over. But this is
one thing I am not proud of. I am em-
barrassed to come here and admit a
Government failure, and that is what
this is. I hope you young people are not
so turned off by the speeches that are
relating to this proposed constitutional
amendment that you turn against Gov-
ernment, because you should not.

No. 4, comprehensive reform is the
only lasting solution, and comprehen-
sive reform can only come about as a
result of our amending the Constitu-
tion to allow us to get around the 5–4
decision made by the Supreme Court.

We need bipartisan action. I say to
my friend, the junior Senator from
South Carolina, that we have a sponsor
on this resolution, Mr. SPECTER, who is
second in line. The second sponsor of
this amendment is the Senator from

Pennsylvania, the senior Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER]. I com-
mend and applaud his courage for step-
ping out on this issue. We need more
bipartisanship. This is a bipartisan res-
olution. I wish we had a few more from
the other side of the aisle, but this is
bipartisan and I, again, want to con-
gratulate my friend from the State of
Pennsylvania for having the guts to
step forward and say he also believes
that this resolution should pass.

No one can say anything about his
ability to analyze the law. I have heard
him give hours of speeches here, with
detailed legal analysis. I am sure he
has spent time, recognizing we are not
violating any free speech. If there is no
other reason that we should feel good
about this, it would be because we have
bipartisan support from a Senator who
has joined us who has great qualifica-
tions as a legal scholar. So we need bi-
partisan action and I think we need to
move forward now and pass this resolu-
tion.

I hope that I am wrong. I hope that
over the weekend—we are going to vote
on this early next week—I hope that
people get the idea that this is the only
way to go and that we are surprised
and get 67 votes, enough to pass this
constitutional amendment. I hope so.

The time to act is now. Over the next
2 years, Congress will deal with
changes in regulations and programs
that affect virtually every American,
from clean air and water to education
programs for our children and Medicare
and Medicaid for our Nation’s elderly.
In order to address these concerns,
Congress must first act to reform it-
self. That is what we are talking about.
We talk about reforming everybody
else, why don’t we reform ourselves?
Why don’t we reform ourselves? Be-
cause the present system is pretty
comfortable. We, who have access, have
the ability to raise money and, unless
you are independently wealthy, access
is really, really important. Why don’t
we do something that would level the
playing field, like we tried to do in
1974?

So I close with the plea that we can
reform the way we handle campaigns in
this country. The only way we can re-
form the way we handle campaigns in
this country is if we follow the admoni-
tion and the courageous activities of
the junior Senator from South Caro-
lina, ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, who has
worked so hard and so long on this
issue. I am proud to be a cosponsor of
this resolution.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Would the distin-
guished Senator yield? I know others
want to be recognized, so before you
yield the floor, let me take this oppor-
tunity to thank the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nevada. He has really given
a very, very cogent analysis of the di-
lemma that we face, the real-life expe-
rience, now, that we have all engaged
in, and what we are trying, in the best
of our ability, to reform, and reform
ourselves, as you so sincerely pointed
out.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2271March 13, 1997
So I cannot thank you enough for

your presentation and joining with us.
I have been delighted to work, over the
many years that we have been here, to-
gether. This is one more time. I, again,
admire the Senator from Nevada. He
has sincerity and bipartisanship. I have
seen him work with the other side of
the aisle so often. So he is looking at
getting something done and making
headway rather than headlines. It is
with that knowledge, listening again
this afternoon to your sincerity of pur-
pose, that I truly thank you for your
support and your cosponsorship.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.
Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. GRASSLEY per-

taining to the introduction of S. 438 are
located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-

NETT). The Senator from Pennsylvania.
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have

sought recognition to speak in support
of the pending business, the constitu-
tional amendment which will authorize
the Congress or State legislatures to
control campaign finance spending. I
believe it is a matter of great urgency
that the Congress of the United States
deal with the subject of campaign fi-
nance reform.

Day after day we have seen disclo-
sures about very serious violations of
existing Federal law and disclosures of
very substantial improprieties which
call for additional Federal legislation.
Regrettably, the opportunities for Fed-
eral legislation are sharply restricted
by decisions of the Supreme Court of
the United States which have limited
Congress’ ability to act on the stated
grounds that such action would violate
the first amendment relating to free-
dom of speech.

The case of Buckley versus Valeo, de-
cided on January 30, 1976, equated
speech with money in a very curious
manner. It said that an individual
could spend as much of his or her
money as he or she chose, but upheld
congressional limitations on what oth-
ers could spend in support of a person’s
candidacy.

The Court also left an exception on
what is called the independent expendi-
ture. That decision was a very forceful
one for me personally, because at that
time I was a candidate for the Repub-
lican nomination for U.S. Senate. I was
running against John Heinz, who later
became a colleague of mine in the U.S.
Senate and a very, very close personal
friend. At that time, we were friends,
too, but we were political opponents.

Senator Heinz at that time was a
Congressman. I had been district attor-
ney of Philadelphia, and we entered

that race in April looking forward to
the primary. The Federal election pro-
vided that someone running in a pri-
mary in Pennsylvania would be limited
to spending $35,000, computed on a per
capita basis for the size of the State.
That was about as much money as I
had, having been in the practice of law
for a short time after having been dis-
trict attorney of Philadelphia. So it
was an even playing field.

On January 30, the Supreme Court of
the United States said that an individ-
ual could spend as much of his money
as he chose, and John Heinz chose to
spend millions. I was limited to my
own bank account which was $35,000. As
a matter of fact, I spent that.

At that time, I had a brother who
could have financed my campaign, al-
though not on the size perhaps of some
others. But my brother, Mort Specter,
was limited by law to contributing
$1,000 to my campaign.

It struck me then, and strikes me
now, as being curious. Mort Specter’s
speech was limited to $1,000 in support
of his brother, but John Heinz’ speech
was unlimited. There have been cases
of others having come to this body
after having spent into the millions of
dollars and overwhelming their oppo-
nents. Last year, we saw a Presidential
election where Steve Forbes came into
the field and declined to be bound by
Federal spending limits and spent in
excess of $30 million, as the reports
have demonstrated.

I believe that there ought to be au-
thority in the Congress to regulate
campaign expenditures. The Supreme
Court in Buckley and a number of my
colleagues here in the Senate have
stated that limiting campaign spending
would violate first amendment protec-
tion of freedom of speech. I take second
place to no one in defense of the first
amendment and the freedom of speech
clause, as well as freedom of religion,
freedom of right to assembly, freedom
of right to petition the Government.
But I believe, as someone who studied
the Constitution in depth for some
years, that the Buckley decision was
wrong as a matter of legal interpreta-
tion.

There are many who agree with that.
In fact, on November 10, 1996 some 26
scholars joined together to urge the
Supreme Court to reconsider and re-
verse the decision in Buckley versus
Valeo. Among them are some of the
most prominent constitutional schol-
ars in the United States, including Pro.
Bruce Ackerman of the Yale Law
School, Pro. Ronald Dworkin of the
New York University Law School, Pro.
Peter Arenella of the University of
California Law School, Pro. Robert
Aronson of the University of Washing-
ton Law School, and many, many oth-
ers.

Following the statement of the pro-
fessors, the attorneys general of 24
States called for the reversal of the
Buckley decision in January 1997.

The simple fact is that the Buckley
decision makes no sense as a matter of

law. Why should an individual be able
to spend an unlimited amounted of
money when an individual’s brother is
limited to $1,000 in speech? If freedom
of speech applies to a candidate, why
does not the same freedom of speech
apply to a candidate’s brother?

Freedom of speech has traditionally
been limited by Supreme Court deci-
sions. It is not an unlimited, absolute
right. You have the famous decision by
Oliver Wendell Holmes on clear and
present danger. If there is a clear and
present danger, speech may be limited.

The most famous example of limiting
free speech is the rule that you cannot
cry ‘‘fire’’ in a crowded theater. If you
cry ‘‘fire’’ in a crowded theater that
endangers other people who would be
injured in the stampede for the exits.

Likewise, you are not free to use a
racial or religious slur against some-
body. There is a famous Supreme Court
opinion on this issue by Justice Mur-
phy. An individual had uttered a racial
slur and the target of the slur punched
the speaker in the nose. The speaker
then sued the individual who hit him
for assault and battery. Justice Mur-
phy ruled that the person who had ut-
tered the slur and was punched could
not sue. He held that racial slurs were
fighting words, and you cannot utter
fighting words even within the context
of freedom of speech.

We know from very complex deci-
sions by the Supreme Court that there
is a limit as to what you can say in the
way of obscenity. If material appeals to
the prurient interest, if it is contrary
to accepted moral standards, it can be
restricted.

In addition, this body has gotten in-
volved in some very controversial is-
sues in the effort to protect children’s
viewing on television. So there are
clearly limits to first amendment pro-
tection.

As I say, I take second place to no
one in wishing to safeguard the first
amendment. But I have heard a lot of
talk in the U.S. Senate that this
amendment would be an invasion of
cherished freedoms of speech. I dis-
agree. Money is not speech. Just on its
face it is not speech. And to enable the
wealthy to, in effect, buy elections is
not sound public policy. Congress
ought to have the authority to make
that change.

We have seen the most recent deci-
sion of the Supreme Court of the Unit-
ed States on the subject in Colorado
Republican Campaign Committee ver-
sus Federal Election Commission, a
1996 decision which defies logic, defies
reason, and defies reading to under-
stand what this opinion means.

There is an opinion by Justice Ken-
nedy concurring in the judgment and
dissenting in part with Chief Justice
Rehnquist, and Justice Scalia joining.

There is an opinion by Justice Thom-
as, concurring in the judgment and dis-
senting in part, in which Chief Justice
Rehnquist and Justice Scalia joined in
part.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2272 March 13, 1997
There is an opinion by Justice Ste-

vens with a dissenting opinion, with
Justice Ginsburg joining.

There is another opinion by Justice
Breyer joined by Justice O’Connor and
Justice Souter.

All that to the viewing audience on
C–SPAN sounds extraordinarily com-
plicated, but you ‘‘ain’t heard nothing
yet.’’ It is a lot more complicated than
that.

In order to have an opinion of the Su-
preme Court, you have to have five
Justices who state a judgment and
then articulate an opinion so you know
what the ruling of the Court is. There
is no opinion which five Justices joined
in. You have four Justices saying they
have one conclusion, which leads them
to the judgment that results, and other
Justices saying they have different rea-
sons leading to a judgment. In other
words, you have a majority of the Jus-
tices agreeing on the conclusion but
not agreeing on the reasons.

You hear the Supreme Court often
criticize legislative intent, criticize
what the Congress of the United States
does because it is not clear. Some Jus-
tices, Justice Scalia in particular, say
they do not pay any attention to legis-
lative intent because they cannot find
it.

We spend a lot of time on the floor of
this Senate seeking to clarify legisla-
tive intent: stating what we are trying
to accomplish and asking the managers
if they agree with that and expect that
to be followed, trying to give some
guidance because we cannot anticipate
every last conclusion and every last
consequence when we have legislated.
But our muddled congressional activi-
ties and actions are clear as crystal
compared to what the Supreme Court
does frequently as illustrated in this
Colorado case.

By the time you finish reading this
case about what parties can do and
about what soft money can do, there is
absolutely no guidance. That guidance
ought to be presented by the Congress
of the United States. If we had a con-
stitutional amendment on campaign
spending, all of the confusion of the
Buckley opinion and the Colorado opin-
ion would be eliminated.

You have an extraordinary situation
where the President of the United
States is reported, in the book by his
campaign director, Dick Morris, as sit-
ting down and editing the campaign
commercials paid for by millions of
dollars of soft money collected by the
Democratic National Committee.

Federal election law provides that
soft money must be spent on independ-
ent expenditures. But money is cer-
tainly not being spent independently of
President Clinton’s campaign if Presi-
dent Clinton sits and edits the com-
mercials. But that is precisely what
President Clinton did.

Some have argued that President
Clinton did not violate the election law
because the DNC spent soft money and
the soft money was used for issue advo-
cacy instead of express advocacy on be-
half of a specific candidate.

The general rule of what constitutes
express advocacy for a specific can-
didate is ‘‘vote for Senator BENNETT.’’
That would be express advocacy. Or
‘‘vote against Senator BENNETT.’’ But
if someone engages in issue advocacy
and lists all the votes which Senator
BENNETT has made which they claim
are undesirable and mentions all of the
good qualities of Senator BENNETT’s
opponent, that is often considered issue
advocacy. That is often not controlled
by the Federal election laws. Let’s face
it, the line between issue advocacy and
express advocacy is impossible to draw.

We are approaching the issue of cam-
paign finance reform in the activities
of the Governmental Affairs Commit-
tee. This was the subject of heated dis-
cussion on this floor, though maybe
not as heated as it was in the Repub-
lican caucus. The distinguished Presid-
ing Officer was there. I might say, par-
enthetically, it is very troublesome to
have our deliberations among Repub-
lican Senators in the caucus reported
to the press. I was called by the press.
My standard answer is, ‘‘I will tell you
what I said, but I won’t tell you what
anybody else said.’’ Then the reporter
says, ‘‘Well, do you mind confirming
this?’’ And they repeat exactly what
happened in the Republican caucus,
which was limited to Republican Sen-
ators. Very distressing. That really is a
confidential communication that
ought to be respected.

But when we looked at that issue, we
came to the conclusion that we have to
have a wider scope which includes not
only illegal but improper activities.
That is because we want to correct
what has gone on, and not only with
the use of these millions of dollars in
soft money, but what has gone on in
foreign expenditures. We have seen
very substantial moneys contributed
illegally by foreigners. We know it is
illegal because the Democratic Na-
tional Committee has returned the
money.

When I talk about the Democratic
National Committee, I do not wish to
be unduly partisan. I favor an inquiry
which would take in not only the
Democratic Presidential campaign, but
the Republican Presidential campaign,
and not only the Presidential cam-
paigns but congressional campaigns, so
that we would take a look across the
board and not with a limited scope.

But the foreign contributions as dis-
closed to the media have been received
by the Democratic National Commit-
tee. And we know they are illegal be-
cause the Democratic National Com-
mittee has returned a great many. We
do not know if they returned them all.
This is a matter that we ought to look
into.

Although contributions by foreign-
ers, noncitizens, are illegal, maybe we
ought to extend our laws beyond the
bounds which we have now. If we are to
really be able to regulate campaign
money, we are going to have to have
the authority to do it without having
the Supreme Court hand down the Col-

orado case and without having loop-
holes virtually as broad as the planet.

These are issues of great importance.
We have really seen our democracy,
our Republic, on the line in terms of
what has happened on campaign irreg-
ularities. This is something that the
Congress ought to take up. The Con-
gress cannot take it up realistically
unless we have a constitutional amend-
ment.

I see my distinguished colleague,
Senator HOLLINGS, has come back to
the floor. I am happy to start again. I
am not sure where he came in.

Mr. HOLLINGS. If the Senator will
yield, I came in at the very beginning.
I could not repeat it better than what
the distinguished Senator from Nevada
said when he congratulated the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania not just on the
guts to be able to cosponsor this, be-
cause he takes it from his side—there
is no more erudite attorney and legal
scholar within this body. I would not
miss a word of it.

Mr. SPECTER. I am glad I know that
Senator HOLLINGS was here. Otherwise,
he would not have made those flatter-
ing, complimentary statements.

I know Senator HOLLINGS has been
here all day today and all day yester-
day, because I came over to look for an
opportunity to speak yesterday and the
floor was taken, and earlier today I
was looking for a chance to speak, and
I came out of hearings on the Agri-
culture Subcommittee where we have a
major problem with dairy pricing in
Pennsylvania, which occupied me all
afternoon.

As I was about to say, Senator HOL-
LINGS has been the leader on this, and
it has been the Hollings-Specter con-
stitutional amendment for the better
part of a decade. Senator HOLLINGS
asked me to join him in the news con-
ference Tuesday morning at 11:30 where
we talked about this amendment and
campaign finance reform generally,
and then questions from the media got
into the issue of what the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee would be
doing, more broadly than the constitu-
tional amendment. Some of that got on
to the wires and stimulated some of
the discussion we had later at the Re-
publican caucus. It was synergistic and
moved the issue right along.

It is very difficult to pass this
amendment because it takes a two-
thirds vote. There is no doubt about
that. On May 27, 1993 the Senate adopt-
ed by a vote of 52–43 a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution that this amendment
should be passed, and my sense is that
one day this constitutional amendment
will pass. It will take a lot of effort. I
am not optimistic about its chances at
the present time. I do not believe there
will be campaign finance reform until
the Congress has to act.

We have in here a conflict of interest
in passing campaign finance reform be-
cause it benefits incumbents. Some say
that the absence of campaign finance
reform benefits the Republican Party. I
disagree with that. I believe the Repub-
lican Party would do just fine with
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campaign finance reform. I think it
would be tougher on incumbents, but
we are not going to get it until we do
overturn Buckley versus Valeo.

The Supreme Court has often re-
versed itself when the Court was
wrong, and there have been constitu-
tional amendments when the Court was
wrong. We have an amendment process
where two-thirds of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate, and three-
fourths of the States, can change the
Constitution—because the U.S. Su-
preme Court is not the last word. They
can be overturned.

There have been proposals to over-
turn Supreme Court decisions by a
two-thirds vote of the Senate. I would
hate to see that happen because we
muster two-thirds of the Senate some-
times on issues which may not really
reflect long-range interests of the Unit-
ed States. I think it is important to
have a high barrier to have a constitu-
tional amendment. I think one day the
public alarm, the public dismay, the
repugnance of the public will reach a
level which will motivate the Congress
to have campaign finance reform and
to have a constitutional amendment.

I think it is a solid constitutional
principle that money ought not to be
equated with speech, and we ought to
overturn Buckley versus Valeo and
then Congress ought to have sensible
legislation to ensure that democracy is
protected and our Republic is pro-
tected.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent there now be a period
for the transaction of morning business
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 5 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to
thank the cooperation of the Senator
from South Carolina and all the other
Senators involved in this debate for
their cooperation. It certainly has been
a full debate and not a lot of quorum
calls were taken. I believe we have en-
tered into, now, an agreement where
we will get a final vote on this on Tues-
day at 2:45.

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is correct.
Mr. LOTT. We will have further de-

bate on the issue?
Mr. HOLLINGS. Early Tuesday

morning, just immediately after the
party caucuses.

Mr. LOTT. So all Members will un-
derstand there will be a vote on this
issue, then, on Tuesday at 2:45.

We are about ready to propound a
unanimous-consent request and/or take
other action if it is necessary. We have
been communicating with the Demo-
cratic leader about getting some agree-
ments entered into that could affect
Monday and Tuesday and perhaps even
Wednesday.

So that we can have a final oppor-
tunity to consult, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. The legislative
clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO PROFS.
ROBERT F. CURL AND RICHARD
E. SMALLEY

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I would
like to congratulate Profs. Robert F.
Curl and Richard E. Smalley of Rice
University in Houston for their work in
the field of molecular chemistry. Along
with Prof. Harold Kroto of England,
Professors Curl and Smalley were
awarded the 1996 Nobel Prize in chem-
istry for their discovery of the third
molecular form of carbon.

Professor Curl, a native Texan from
Alice, and Professor Smalley are co-
discoverers of the carbon molecule
called Buckminsterfullerene. It was
named after R. Buckminster Fuller,
the architect famous for his geodesic
domes, because this new molecule
closely resembles his designs. In fact,
the term used to describe these mol-
ecules is ‘‘buckyballs.’’

This breakthrough discovery by Pro-
fessors Curl and Smalley promises to
revolutionize the world we live in. This
new carbon molecule will have sci-
entific and practical applications
across a wide variety of fields, from
electrical conduction to the delivery of
medicine into the human body. These
extremely stable molecules are imper-
vious to radiation and chemical de-
struction, and can be joined to form
carbon nanotubes which are 10,000
times smaller than a human hair, yet
100 times stronger than steel.
Buckyballs will establish a whole new
class of materials for the construction
of many products, from airplane wings
and automobile bodies to clothing and
packaging material.

The work of Professors Curl and
Smalley is just one example of the ex-
cellent work being done at Rice Uni-
versity and at the many other fine re-
search institutions in Texas. Rice Uni-
versity has long been a premier re-
search center, and with the new Center
for Nanoscale Science and Technology,
Rice is the first university in the Unit-
ed States to focus on submicroscopic
methods for fabricating new structures
on the atomic and molecular scale. As
Professor Smalley himself described it,
‘‘This is the ultimate frontier in the
game of building things.’’

Given that nanoscale science and
technology requires an interdiscipli-
nary approach, Rice University is the
ideal setting for this new center for
nanoscale research. The collaborative
scientific approach, which is common
at Rice but less customary at larger re-
search institutions, encourages the

sort of scientific breakthroughs exem-
plified by the discovery of buckyballs.
These discoveries are essential if we
are to guarantee that America will re-
main the world leader in research. We
must be sure we do all we can to sup-
port our Nation’s scientists, because
our Nation’s future depends upon the
work of people like Professor Smalley
and Professor Curl.

Once again, I congratulate Professor
Robert Curl and Professor Richard
Smalley, as well as Rice University, for
earning the Nobel Prize in chemistry.
Their contribution to the body of sci-
entific knowledge has been invaluable
and will touch the lives of millions.
f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE
At 1:59 p.m., a message from the

House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker appoints Ms.
Jo Anne Barnhart of Virginia as a
member from private life on the part of
the House to the Social Security Advi-
sory Board to fill the existing vacancy
thereon.

The message also announced that the
Speaker appoints the following Mem-
ber on the part of the House to the U.S.
Holocaust Memorial Council: Mr.
YATES.
f

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–1408. A communication from the Chief
of the Programs and Legislation Division,
Office of Legislative Liaison, Department of
the Air Force, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the notice of a multi-function cost compari-
son; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC–1409. A communication from the Assist-
ant to the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a rule entitled ‘‘Government Securities
Sales Practices’’ (RIN1557–AB52) received on
March 12, 1997; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC–1410. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Energy,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a rule enti-
tled ‘‘Policy and Planning Guidance’’ re-
ceived on March 6, 1997; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

EC–1411. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs),
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a memorandum of justification and a sched-
ule of proposed obligations; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

EC–1412. A communication from the Assist-
ant Attorney General, transmitting, a draft
of proposed legislation entitled ‘‘The Saving
Law Enforcement Officers’ Lives Act of
1997’’; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

EC–1413. A communication from the Man-
aging Director of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to
law, seven rules received on March 11, 1997;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC–1414. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of indemnification ac-
tions approved during calendar year 1996; to
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the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

Th following bills and joint resolu-
tion were introduced, read the first and
second time by unanimous consent,
and referred as indicated:

By Mr. SPECTER:
S. 435. A bill to provide children with im-

proved access to health care; to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. WYDEN,
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. KERRY,
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr.
SPECTER):

S. 436. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to provide for the establish-
ment of an intercity passenger rail trust
fund, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself, Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. JOHNSON,
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. STEVENS, and
Mr. BINGAMAN):

S. 437. A bill to improve Indian reservation
roads and related transportation services,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Indian Affairs.

By Mr. GRASSLEY:
S. 438. A bill to provide for implementation

of prohibitions against payment of social se-
curity benefits to prisoners, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. DOMENICI, and Mr. KYL):

S. 439. A bill to provide for Alaska State
jurisdiction over small hydroelectric
projects, to address voluntary licensing of
hydroelectric projects on fresh waters in the
State of Hawaii, to provide an exemption for
portion of a hydroelectric project located in
the State of New Mexico, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and Mr.
BROWNBACK):

S. 440. A bill to deauthorize the Animas-La
Plata Federal reclamation project and to di-
rect the Secretary of the Interior to enter
into negotiations to satisfy, in a manner
consistent with all Federal laws, the water
rights interests of the Ute Mountain Ute In-
dian Tribe and the Southern Ute Indian
Tribe; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself and Mr.
SPECTER):

S. 441. A bill to improve health care qual-
ity and reduce health care costs by establish-
ing a National Fund for Health Research
that would significantly expand the nation’s
investment in medical research; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr.
KERRY):

S. 442. A bill to establish a national policy
against State and local government inter-
ference with interstate commerce on the
Internet or interactive computer services,
and to exercise Congressional jurisdiction
over interstate commerce by establishing a
moratorium on the imposition of exactions
that would interfere with the free flow of
commerce via the Internet, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself, Mr.
DODD, Mr. COCHRAN, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. BENNETT, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. FRIST,
Mr. CLELAND, Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr.
SPECTER):

S. Res. 63. A resolution proclaiming the
week of October 19 through October 25, 1997,
as ‘‘National Character Counts Week’’; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Ms.
MIKULSKI, Mr. WARNER, and Mr.
AKAKA):

S. Con. Res. 7. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that Federal
retirement cost-of-living adjustments should
not be delayed; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

By Mr. ROBB:
S. Con. Res. 8. A concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress that Federal
retirement cost-of-living adjustments should
be effective on the same date as other cost-
of-living adjustments given to federal retire-
ment programs; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr.
DOMENICI, Mr. DODD, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr.
BIDEN, and Mr. LUGAR):

S. Con. Res. 9. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding co-
operation between the United States and
Mexico on counter-drug activities; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

By Mr. GRASSLEY:
S. Con. Res. 10. A concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
certification of Mexico pursuant to section
490 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr. KEN-
NEDY):

S. Con. Res. 11. A concurrent resolution
recognizing the 25th anniversary of the es-
tablishment of the first nutrition program
for the elderly under the Older Americans
Act of 1965; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr.
MOYNIHAN, Mr. LAUTENBERG,
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
BIDEN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. DEWINE,
Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. SPECTER):

S. 436. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for the
establishment of an intercity passenger
rail trust fund, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

AMTRAK TRUST FUND LEGISLATION

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise to in-
troduce legislation that would create a
dedicated source of capital funding for
Amtrak. Joining me as cosponsors are
Senators MOYNIHAN, LAUTENBERG,
WYDEN, JEFFORDS, BIDEN, KERRY,
DEWINE, LEAHY, and SPECTER.

Mr. President, all major modes of
transportation have a dedicated source
of capital funding, except for intercity
passenger rail.

My legislation would correct this in-
equity and create a secure and reliable
capital trust fund for Amtrak, no dif-
ferent than what other major modes of
transportation now have.

My legislation would transfer one-
half cent of the 4.3 cent per gallon
motor fuels tax currently going to the

general fund, to a new intercity pas-
senger rail trust fund.

This rail trust fund would total ap-
proximately $3.9 billion dollars over 5
years to be used for capital improve-
ment projects. After the fifth year, the
revenues from the half cent would re-
vert back to the general fund. My bill
would create contract authority to
allow Amtrak to enter into contracts
necessary for long-term capital
projects. For States that do not have
Amtrak service, it would provide fund-
ing for qualified transportation ex-
penses.

This capital funding proposal is criti-
cal to Amtrak’s future.

Amtrak needs capital funding to
bring it’s equipment, facilities, and
tracks into a state of good repair.
Much of Amtrak’s equipment and in-
frastructure has exceeded its projected
useful life. The costs of maintaining
this aging fleet and the need to mod-
ernize and overhaul facilities through
capital improvements to the system
are serious financial challenges for
Amtrak. My proposal would help re-
verse these problems and give Amtrak
the resources necessary to meet its
capital investment needs.

Mr. President, Amtrak, and the Na-
tional Commission on Intermodal
Transportation have called for a secure
source of capital funding for Amtrak. I
believe that now is the time for this
Congress to reverse our current policy
that favors building more highways at
the expense of alternative means of
transportation such as intercity pas-
senger rail. Despite rail’s proven safe-
ty, efficiency, and reliability in Eu-
rope, Japan, and elsewhere, inter-city
passenger rail remains severely under-
funded in the United States. In fact,
over half of the Department of Trans-
portation’s spending authority is de-
voted to highways and another quarter
to aviation; rail still ranks last with
roughly 3 percent of total spending au-
thority.

Last year we spent $20 billion for
highways while capital investment for
Amtrak was less than $450 million.

In relative terms, between fiscal year
1980 and fiscal year 1994, transportation
outlays for highways increased 73 per-
cent, aviation increased 170 percent,
and transportation outlays for rail
went down by 62 percent. In terms of
growth, between 1982 and 1992 highway
spending grew by 5 percent, aviation by
10 percent, while rail decreased by 9
percent.

A problem that is going to increase is
the congestion on our roads. Between
1983 and 1990, Vehicle Miles Traveled
increased nationwide by 41 percent. If
current trends continue, delays due to
congestion will increase by more than
400 percent on our highways and by
more than 1000 percent on urban roads.
Highway congestion costs the United
States $100 billion annually, and this
figure does not include the economic
and societal costs of increased pollu-
tion and wasted energy resources.

Air travel is equally congested. Com-
mercial airlines in the U.S. presently
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transport over 450 million passengers
each year. A recent transportation
safety board study revealed that 21 of
the 26 major airports experienced seri-
ous delays and it is projected to get
worse. Again, the costs are enormous.
A 1990 DOT study estimated the finan-
cial cost of air congestion at $5 billion
each year, and it expects this number
to reach $8 billion by 2000.

Congestion is a problem and it must
be addressed. However, the current
path we are on directs more money for
highways and airports. For us in the
Northeast, building more roads is sim-
ply not an option. We do not have the
land nor the financial resources to
build more highways or more airports.
For these reasons, we must provide
more than just good roads but a good
passenger rail system as well.

Adequately funded passenger rail can
successfully address highway gridlock
and ease airport congestion. Passenger
rail ridership between New York and
Washington is equal to 7,500 fully
booked 757’s or 10,000 DC–9’s. Between
New York and Washington, Amtrak has
over 40 percent of the air-rail market.

Improved Northeast rail service will
also have the same positive impact on
road congestion—5.9 billion passenger
miles were taken on Amtrak in 1994.
These are trips that were not taken on
crowded highways and airways. Im-
proved rail service in the Northeast is
projected to eliminate over 300,000 auto
trips each year from highways as well
as reduce auto congestion around the
airports.

Improved rail service will also have a
positive affect on rural areas. Twenty-
two of Amtrak’s 55 million passengers
depend on Amtrak for travel between
urban centers and rural locations
which have no alternative modes of
transportation.

Mr. President, now is the time to in-
vest in our rail system.

Opponents of my legislation have
said that we should not use revenues
from our motor fuels tax to pay for
Amtrak. I disagree. States are cur-
rently using revenues collected from
our motor fuels tax for many non-high-
way uses. For example, Virginia uses
its motor fuels tax receipts on mass
transit and ports; New Hampshire uses
its motor fuels receipts to bolster their
Fish and Game Department; Wyoming
uses its portion of the motor fuels tax
for snowmobile trails and boating fa-
cilities; Florida and Arkansas use the
motor fuels tax for environmental pro-
tection. Like these States have already
done, I believe Congress should spend
the revenues raised by the motor fuels
tax on those programs it feels best
serve our transportation needs. I think
passenger rail should be one of those
programs.

Another argument I often hear is
that we should stop subsidizing Am-
trak. Amtrak needs to be self-suffi-
cient.

I would like to see that happen, but
to date, I am not aware of any trans-
portation system that supports itself

without Federal assistance. Further, I
am not aware of any transportation
system that supports itself through
user fees. According to the Department
of Transportation, in fiscal year 1994
nearly $6 billion more was spent on
highways than was collected in user
fees.

In fiscal year 1995 nearly $8 billion
more was spent on highways than was
collected in user fees. Transit which is
exempt from the motor fuels tax, re-
ceived $3 billion in revenues in motor
fuels revenues last year. I repeat, no
mode is self-financed.

In closing, our national passenger
rail system is important.

My legislation would provide capital
funding to help improve and maintain
the corporation’s infrastructure. Am-
trak will not be able to make it to zero
operating subsidies by the year 2002
without it. If we are to adequately fund
our passenger rail system like we fund
our highways and other major modes of
transportation, Amtrak will need this
trust fund.

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself,
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr.
JOHNSON, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr.
STEVENS, and Mr. BINGAMAN):

S. 437. A bill to improve Indian res-
ervation roads and related transpor-
tation services, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

THE AMERICAN INDIAN TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1997

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
to introduce a bill on behalf of myself,
Senator INOUYE, Senator CAMPBELL,
Senator JOHNSON, Senator MURKOWSKI,
Senator STEVENS, and Senator BINGA-
MAN.

Our bill, the American Indian Trans-
portation Improvement Act of 1997,
says that the U.S. Congress desires to
treat the Indian people of the United
States fairly when we pass a new
ISTEA; that is, a new highway and
transportation and transit bill. As ev-
erybody who knows anything about our
Indian reservations and Indian pueblos
knows, the Indian people buy gasoline
just like average Americans. They have
cars and pickup trucks. But they have
a road system that is maintained for
the most part by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs. Now, if there is not a dedicated
source of revenue, then obviously you
have to take money out of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs general funding to
build roads.

For a number of years we have de-
cided—and I am pleased that I took the
leadership—to set aside some signifi-
cant portion of money out of the high-
way trust fund that should go to Indian
roads.

Today, I am introducing a bill that
says to our 557 Indian tribes and the
Alaskan Native villages, which are
served by about 50,000 miles of road—
about 42 percent of these roads are Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs roads, as I indi-
cated—we are going to try to begin a
program that will not only build some
more roads but will maintain them and

will give the Indian people their share
of each category of ISTEA money for
their road needs, be it construction of
bridges, transit programs, highway
safety, scenic byways, or the like.

Mr. President, our Nation’s 557 In-
dian tribes and Alaska Native villages
are served by over 50,000 miles of roads.
About 42 percent of these roads are Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs [BIA] system
roads. Beginning in the 1982 Surface
Transportation Assistance Act, these
BIA system roads were included in the
national highway trust fund for the
first time in history. The gasoline tax,
paid by every Indian who buys gaso-
line, was invested on Indian reserva-
tions through the Indian Reservation
Roads [IRR] Program. Indian tribes
were included in subsequent major
highway legislation, most recently in
the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act [ISTEA], where annual
funding has been $191 million for the
past 5 years. Prior to ISTEA, annual
IRR funding was $80 million per year.

Our best estimates indicate that at
least $300 million is needed annually to
begin to bring the IRR system up to
par with the rest of American roads
and highways. Today, I am proud to be
joined by Senators INOUYE, CAMPBELL,
and JOHNSON in introducing the Amer-
ican Indian Transportation Improve-
ment Act of 1997. Our legislation in-
creases the Indian Reservation Roads
Program from $191 million per year to
$250 million in fiscal year 1998; $275 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1999; and $300 million
each year for fiscal years 2000 through
2002. These funds are primarily used for
the design and construction of the BIA
road system in Indian country. It is
significant to most tribes that our bill
also includes road maintenance as an
eligible activity.

In addition to increasing the plan-
ning, design, construction, and mainte-
nance money in our bill, we make
other significant changes in the IRR
Program and related ISTEA Programs
to improve the transportation system
on our Nation’s Indian reservations.
These changes will improve the bridge
construction program; provide a set-
aside for transit systems; allow DOT
certification to directly operate DOT
programs; provide a set-aside for high-
way enhancements like lighting and
transfer points to buses; create a com-
petitive grant process for scenic by-
ways; exclude State roads on tribal
lands from the apportionment adjust-
ment provisions of ISTEA; and increase
funding for Indian Technical Centers
from $200,000 each to one million dol-
lars each for the six existing centers.

In the ISTEA Bridge Program, which
now requires each State to set aside 1
percent of its ISTEA Bridge Program
funds for Indian tribes, our bill would
consolidate the 50 separate State set-
asides into one national pool. This na-
tional set-aside is then distributed to
all tribes using to the BIA National
Bridge Inventory Standards Program.
This BIA Bridge Program rates each
Indian bridge and gives it a national
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ranking by deficiency. Funding prior-
ities for all tribes would be set through
the BIA bridge ranking system.

To encourage and expand transit sys-
tems on Indian reservations, The
American Indian Transportation Im-
provement Act of 1997 [TAITIA] would
also establish a 1 percent set-aside
from ISTEA—and its successor—tran-
sit programs. While a national formula
to allocate transit funds is developed in
consultation with tribes, the Federal
Transit Administration of the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation [DOT]
would allocate the funds. Without the
new set-aside, tribes would have to
continue to compete within each State
for transit moneys. Our bill also allows
the conversion of up to 3 percent of
IRR construction and design funds for
local transit purposes.

Under current law, tribes are not in-
cluded as eligible entities for direct
certification by DOT. This situation is
clearly detrimental to tribes hoping to
directly operate DOT highway pro-
grams other than those operated by the
BIA. While only a handful of tribes,
like the Navajo Nation, are potentially
capable of meeting the DOT certifi-
cation standards, none are allowed to
be certified under the terms of current
law. Without changing any of DOT’s
certification standards, this bill would
allow tribes that qualify to become cer-
tified by DOT to directly operate Fed-
eral highway programs.

In a related certification issue, any
tribe certified by DOT, as States are
now certified, would be allowed direct
access to DOT highway safety program
funds. Other tribes—most tribes—
would continue to fund their highway
safety programs through the BIA–DOT
program.

Indian tribes need better access to
the Highway Enhancements Program
for such improvements as lighting,
bike trails, transfer points to buses,
and other enhancements. States are al-
lowed to use up to 10 percent of their
ISTEA funds for these types of en-
hancements. Our bill creates a national
Indian set-aside of 1 percent and would
be administered through the Federal
Highway Administration competitive
grant process. Each tribe would be eli-
gible to compete for these funds.

The Scenic Byways Program of
ISTEA is essential to many tribes for
enhanced access to scenic areas for im-
proved economic development activi-
ties and other purposes. The Jicarilla
Apache Tribe in New Mexico, for exam-
ple, has committed $3 million of its
IRR funds—about 2 years of its total
allocations—to complete its portion of
the narrow gauge scenic highway to
Colorado. To improve critical roads
like this one without detracting from
the more basic highway needs, our bill
would create a 1 percent set-aside for
Indian scenic byways. The Federal
Highway Administration would allo-
cate these funds through a competitive
process with priority consideration
given to tribes with the greatest poten-
tial for tourism and other economic de-

velopment activities for tribal mem-
bers.

Many States commit ISTEA re-
sources to public lands highways on In-
dian reservations. Under current law,
there are apportionment adjustment
hold harmless provisions between
donor and donee States. If a donee
State like New Mexico decides to allo-
cate funds for a public land highway
through an Indian reservation, that
donee State’s allocation for the follow-
ing year is reduced by the amount of
money committed to the public land
highway through the Indian reserva-
tion—as well as public land highways
elsewhere in the State. To encourage
States to commit their ISTEA re-
sources to these critical highways on
Indian land, like New Mexico highway
537 on the Jicarilla Apache Tribe’s res-
ervation, our bill exempts State com-
mitments to public lands highways
that are built on Indian land.

If The American Indian Transpor-
tation Improvement Act of 1997 were
law today, the State of New Mexico
and similar donee States would not be
penalized for committing their re-
sources to State roads like New Mexico
highway 537. Our bill does not address
the more general issue of the appor-
tionment adjustment hold harmless
provisions in ISTEA, we simply exempt
Indian land highways from those provi-
sions.

Finally, The American Indian Trans-
portation Improvement Act of 1997 in-
creases the allocation of IRR funds to
the Indian technical centers from
$200,000 per center for six centers to $1
million per center for the same six cen-
ters. These centers provide training to
Indian tribes in all phases of highway
planning, design, construction, mainte-
nance, procurement, and related bridge
programs. Increasing the ability of
these centers to train Indian highway
administrators, engineers, and others
involved in the IRR Program will sig-
nificantly enhance the ability of tribes
to operate their own programs and im-
prove their transportation systems.

Mr. President, The American Indian
Transportation Improvement Act of
1997, was developed in close consulta-
tion with Indian leaders. I would like
to give special recognition to Paulson
Chaco and Sam Johns of the Navajo
Nation Transportation Department and
Arnold Cassador of the Jicarilla
Apache Tribe and Mark Wright, their
tribal roads engineer. Their assistance
in developing this bill has been essen-
tial and their knowledge of these high-
way programs is impressive.

The American Indian Transportation
Improvement Act of 1997 will be a con-
siderable improvement in the current
way we do business for the BIA roads
system. This system serves over a mil-
lion American Indians who live on or
near a reservation. In my home State
of New Mexico, IRR funds have made a
large difference in the past decade. It is
time to accelerate this effort for the
direct benefit of Indian people in Amer-
ica.

Under the current relative needs for-
mula for distributing the IRR money,
the Navajo Nation—in New Mexico and
Arizona—is now scheduled to receive
about $55 million annually in IRR
funds. New Mexico Pueblos receive
about $12 million and the Apache
Tribes receive about $3 million in New
Mexico. I know from personal observa-
tion, that these funds are generally
well spent and much needed through-
out Indian country. I believe they are
critical funds for improving the poor
employment opportunities on most In-
dian reservations. I urge my colleagues
to study the importance of Indian
roads for economic development oppor-
tunities, and support our effort to
greatly improve the Indian Reservation
Road Program as described in our bill.
Our bill will go a long way toward help-
ing American Indians make the best
use of our Nation’s highway programs
to improve their daily lives.

We have not heretofore broadly ap-
plied this degree of Indian participa-
tion in the trust fund we set up for
highways and mass transit. We have, in
the past, principally put money in to
build roads. This year, the new bill
that we introduced with the cosponsors
that I have spoken of, will increase the
ISTEA Indian Reservation Road Pro-
gram to $250 million in 1998, to $275
million in 1999, then $300 million in
each of the years 2000, 2001 and 2002.
The ISTEA Indian Reservation [IRR]
Roads program is currently funded at
$191 million per year.

I want to have a list printed in the
RECORD at this point to show the cur-
rent distribution of IRR funds by the
BIA regional offices. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that this be
printed in the RECORD, and I ask that a
program activity allocation, showing
how this IRR money is currently allo-
cated among the participating Federal
agencies, be printed in the RECORD at
this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS PROGRAM, DESIGN AND
CONSTRUCTION
[Dollars in millions]

RNF (per-
cent) 1 Amount

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Central Office, $191 mil-
lion:
Aberdeen ................................................................ 9.109 $15.2
Anadarko ............................................................... 2.987 5.0
Billings .................................................................. 6.052 10.1
Juneau ................................................................... 9.460 15.8
Minneapolis ........................................................... 5.045 8.4
Muskogee ............................................................... 7.705 12.9
Phoenix .................................................................. 9.327 15.6
Sacramento ........................................................... 2.863 4.8
Albuquerque .......................................................... 7.026 11.8
Navajo ................................................................... 32.752 54.8
Portland ................................................................. 5.700 9.5
Eastern .................................................................. 1.974 3.3

Total .................................................................. 100 2 167.25

1 RNF=Relative Needs Formula (Allocation distribution).
2 Approximate amount available for design and construction after deduc-

tions for different categories.
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INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS [IRR] PROGRAM ALLOCATION

PLAN

IRR Program Activity

Alloca-
tion
(per-
cent)

Million

Yearly Authorization ............................................ .............. $191.0
Less FHWA Administration ........................................... ∼3.00 5.7
Less BIA Administration .............................................. ∼5.00 9.0
Less IRR Transportation Planning ............................... ∼2.00 3.8
Less 2 percent Tribal Transportation Planning * ....... 2.00 3.8
Less Mapping .............................................................. ∼.13 .25
Less LTAP ..................................................................... ∼.63 1.2

Available for design and construction ............... .............. 167.25

* 23 U.S.C., Section 204(j)(b)-Up to 2% of funds made available for In-
dian Reservation Roads for each fiscal year shall be allocated to those In-
dian tribal governments applying for transportation planning pursuant to the
provisions of the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act.
The Indian tribal government, in cooperation with the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, and, as may be appropriate, with a State, local government, or metro-
politan planning organization, shall develop a transportation improvement
program, that includes all Indian reservation road projects proposed for
funding. Projects shall be selected by the Indian tribal government from the
transportation improvement program and shall be subject to the approval of
the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary (of Transportation).

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send
the bill to the desk and ask it be re-
ferred to the appropriate committee or
committees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send
a summary of the provisions, the pur-
pose and various provisions. This docu-
ment will show that Indian reservation
bridges, for example, will be handled in
a better way. Our bill continues the
basic design and construction of Indian
roads. We also add road maintenance as
an eligible activity. We also provide
transit, scenic byways, highway en-
hancements, and other Indian set-
asides in our bill.

We include scenic byways, especially
those that will help to develop reserva-
tion economies. We think if there are
byways that are scenic in Indian coun-
try and can add to the reservation
economy, they ought to get their share
of these highway trust funds. We allow
DOT certification for tribes who can
qualify to directly operate DOT pro-
grams without going through the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs. We increase
funding for Indian technical centers to
enhance tribal capabilities in the en-
tire range of highway planning, design,
construction, and maintenance.

I ask that this bill summary be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE AMERICAN INDIAN TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1997

PURPOSE

To increase the Indian Reservation Roads
(IRR) Program of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Improvement Act (ISTEA)
from $191,000,000 per year to $300,000,000 per
year, and to include Indian tribes in other
relevant programs of ISTEA as described
below.
IRR FUNDING AMOUNTS AND ROAD MAINTENANCE

IRR Program funding will be increased
from $191 million in fiscal year 1997 to $250
million in fiscal year 1998; $275 million in FY
1999; and $300 million in fiscal years 2000
through 2002. Road maintenance is made an
eligible activity.

INDIAN RESERVATION BRIDGES

The current Indian reservation bridge pro-
gram in ISTEA is operated through the

states. Each state has a set-aside of one per-
cent for Indian bridges. The American Indian
Transportation Improvement Act of 1997
(TAITIA) creates a single national bridge
program from amounts previously allocated
to the states. TAITIA allocates one percent
to the Secretary of Transportation for In-
dian bridges. Priorities for distribution
among tribes will be determined by the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs’ (BIA) National Bridge
Inspection Standards Program which deter-
mines deficiency levels for Indian reserva-
tion bridges. Priority for TAITIA funds will
be given to bridges with the highest level of
deficiency.

INDIAN TRANSIT SET-ASIDE

In The American Indian Transportation
Improvement Act of 1997, one percent of the
ISTEA Mass Transit funds will be set aside
for transportation services to Indian tribes.
The Secretary of Transportation will develop
an allocation formula in consultation with
tribes. Until the allocation formula is for-
mally developed, the Administrator of the
Federal Transit Administration of DOT will
establish a temporary allocation formula.
the funds through a temporary formula.

SCENIC BYWAYS PROGRAM

One percent of the funds for scenic byways
are set-aside for Indian tribes in a competi-
tive grant process for the planning, design,
and development of Indian tribe scenic
byway programs. These scenic byways are
important for tribal economic development
programs.

CERTIFICATION ACCEPTANCE AND HIGHWAY
SAFETY

The American Indian Transportation Im-
provement Act of 1997 allows tribes with ad-
vanced transportation planning and con-
struction capabilities to be certified by DOT
for direct participation in DOT programs in
a manner that is now allowed for qualified
states. Under current law, even a qualified
tribe is not allowed to be certified by DOT.
This certification acceptance provision will
allow tribes that are able to meet the na-
tional standards to be accepted by DOT.
TAITIA makes no changes in the certifi-
cation standards.

Tribes that are able to achieve certifi-
cation acceptance by DOT will also be eligi-
ble for direct access to DOT highway safety
funds, Section 402 of ISTEA. These activities
include traffic safety, traffic law education,
seatbelt law enforcement, and free infant re-
straints.

INDIAN TECHNICAL CENTERS

The six Indian Technical Centers are now
funded at a level of $200,000 each. To improve
tribal capacity to plan, design, construct,
maintain, and otherwise operate their own
Indian Reservation Roads Programs, TAITIA
will increase each center’s amount to one
million dollars, adding $4.8 million for this
vital function.

TRANSPORTATION ENHANCEMENT ACTIVITIES

ISTEA allows each state to use up to ten
percent of its allocation for transportation
enhancements such as bike trails, transfer
points to buses, and lighting. Tribes are al-
lowed to compete for these funds in each
state. TAITIA sets aside one percent of the
national transportation enhancement pool to
be used by the Secretary of Transportation
to make competitive grants to Indian tribes.

PUBLIC LANDS HIGHWAYS

TAITIA exempts states from the appor-
tionment adjustment provisions of ISTEA
for Public Lands Highways built on Indian
reservations. Although these are not IRR
funds, states are currently discouraged from
committing their resources to Public Lands
Highways in Indian Country due to the hold
harmless provisions of the apportionment

adjustment requirements. This exemption is
intended to encourage states to make com-
mitments of state ISTEA resources to Public
Lands Highways on Indian reservations.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
would like to indicate the distin-
guished former chairman of the Indian
Affairs Committee, Senator MCCAIN, is
very interested in the bill, and has in-
dicated his support when it reaches his
committee.
∑ Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, as
Chairman of the Committee on Indian
Affairs, I am pleased to join Senator
DOMENICI and Vice Chairman INOUYE in
introducing the American Indian
Transportation Improvement Act of
1997, to amend the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act.
[ISTEA].

More than any other communities in
the United States, Indian tribes and
Alaska Native villages suffer from a
lack of adequate infrastructure, and
the necessary tools to build and main-
tain that infrastructure. The United
States has a special responsibility to
Indian tribal governments to help them
achieve economic self-sufficiency and
political self-determination.

Economies today, whether State,
tribal, or national, are increasingly de-
pendent on interstate and inter-
national commerce for their liveli-
hoods. Solid physical infrastructure is
the foundation for those economies.

Federal ISTEA funding to tribal gov-
ernments has lagged behind spending
for States and local governments over
the years, despite acute and unmet
needs in Indian country. Poor and un-
safe roads and highways, crumbling
bridges, and nonexistent transit and
transportation systems all contribute
to and result in tribal economies that
are third world in nature.

In addition to facilitating the deliv-
ery of basic social services such as
health, education, and nutrition to
tribal members, solid physical infra-
structures act as an incentive to out-
side investors to invest in tribal econo-
mies and to locate their businesses on
tribal lands.

The legislation I am cosponsoring
today recognizes the special Federal
obligations, and will assist in the de-
velopment and maintenance of Indian
transportation infrastructures and in
the process pave the way for higher
levels of economic growth and job cre-
ation.

By increasing the funds available for
the Indian reservation roads program,
this bill will provide immediate relief
to those tribes that have a backlog of
road development and maintenance. By
strengthening the capacity of tribes
through transportation enhancement
activities, the reservation bridges pro-
grams, and technical centers, this leg-
islation will ensure that Indian tribes
are not precluded from building strong-
er, more vibrant communities.

I urge my colleagues to join in enact-
ing this legislation so critical to tribal
governments and economies across the
Nation.∑
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Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise

today to join my esteemed colleague,
Senator PETE V. DOMENICI of New Mex-
ico, as a cosponsor of legislation that
he has authored which proposes an in-
crease in the funding for the Indian
Reservation Roads Program and which
would improve the quality of Indian
roads by directly including Indian
tribes in Federal transportation service
programs.

Indian reservation roads are the life-
line of tribal economic and social
wellbeing, with about 50,000 miles of
roads serving Indian tribes and Alaska
Native villages nationwide. Over 90 per-
cent of these roads are comprised of
State and county roads and roads con-
structed and maintained by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs’ road
system includes approximately 21,000
miles of roads which comprise about 42
percent of all roads serving Indian
country. The overwhelming majority of
these Bureau of Indian Affairs’ roads—
about 89 percent—are rated as being in
poor condition. This is an alarming
statistic which this legislation is de-
signed to remedy.

Historically, funding for the con-
struction and maintenance of Bureau
of Indian Affairs’ roads has failed to
keep pace with tribal transportation
needs and the result has been inferior
Indian road conditions. In the 1950’s,
BIA funding reached a high of $10 mil-
lion per fiscal year. By 1979, funding
levels rose to $80 million per year.
Thereafter, BIA funding significantly
declined.

The Surface Transportation Assist-
ance Act of 1982 made the Indian Res-
ervation Roads Program eligible for
support from the Highway Trust Fund
at $100 million for fiscal years 1984 to
1986. Between 1987 and 1991, funding
from the Highway Trust Fund de-
creased to $80 million. In 1992, funding
rose to $159 million and from 1993 to
1997, funding for Indian roads increased
to $191 million.

Although funding for Indian reserva-
tion road construction and mainte-
nance improved, the increases were
nonetheless woefully inadequate to
meet tribal construction needs and to
improve Indian roads so that they
might be able to meet national stand-
ards. Furthermore, the current funding
level of $191 million falls well short of
the estimated national tribal transpor-
tation need of $300 million annually.
Unless funding is increased, tribal
roads will continue to fall behind na-
tional standards to the economic and
social detriment of Indian tribes.

The American Indian Transportation
Improvement Act of 1997 includes nec-
essary funding increases and signifi-
cant changes to the Indian Reservation
Roads Program and to relevant Federal
transportation programs that will pro-
vide Indian tribes with greater oppor-
tunities to meet their transportation
needs. The improvements to Indian
transportation include the following:

One, funding for the Indian Reserva-
tion Roads Program would be increased

from $191 million annually to $250 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1998, $275 million for
fiscal year 1999, and $300 million for fis-
cal years 2000 through 2002. Funds are
primarily to be used for the design and
construction of roads in the BIA sys-
tem.

Two, identified as high priority by
tribes, the bill includes Indian reserva-
tion road maintenance as an eligible
activity for funding under the Indian
Reservation Roads Program. For BIA
roads, Indian Reservation Roads Pro-
gram funds would be used to supple-
ment the nominal funding provided for
road maintenance.

Three, to encourage donee States to
fund public land highway projects that
serve Indian country, the bill exempts
funds expended on a public land high-
way constructed on an Indian reserva-
tion from the apportionment adjust-
ment hold harmless requirement which
has in the past had the effect of de-
creasing a State’s surface transpor-
tation program allocation by the
amount a State expended on a public
land highway located on or running
through an Indian reservation.

Four, this bill would establish a 1-
percent set-aside of funds allocated for
the National Scenic Byway Program
for the development of an Indian scenic
byway program to enhance access to
scenic areas for economic development
and other purposes with funding to be
distributed through competitive
grants.

Five, currently, tribes qualified to
meet the requirements of direct certifi-
cation in order to operate their own
Federal highway programs are not eli-
gible to do so. The bill overcomes this
impediment by authorizing the eligi-
bility of Indian tribes for certification
by the State or tribal highway depart-
ment to directly operate Federal high-
way programs. For example, certified
tribal governments will have direct ac-
cess to Federal highway safety funds
and be able to manage the highway
safety programs.

Six, to promote tribal highway en-
hancement activities on Indian roads,
including bus transfer points and high-
way lighting, the bill authorizes the
transfer of 1 percent of the funds avail-
able to States for transportation en-
hancement for competitive grants to
Indian tribes.

Seven, in order to remedy the ineffi-
cient distribution of Indian bridge
funds, the bill would establish a na-
tional Indian bridge program by con-
solidating the 1 percent of funds the
States set aside for Indian bridges. The
Secretary of Transportation would dis-
tribute the funding with priority given
to bridges with the highest level of de-
ficiency as determined by the BIA Na-
tional Bridge Inspection Standards.
This process efficiently allocates In-
dian bridge funds based on demon-
strable need.

Eight, to enhance the capability of
Indian tribes to improve their trans-
portation systems and qualify for di-
rect certification, $1 million per fiscal

year is authorized for each of six In-
dian technical centers where tribal
members receive training in areas in-
cluding highway planning, construc-
tion, and maintenance.

Nine, finally, to address the inability
of Indian tribes to apply directly for
mass transportation funds and to meet
increasing transit needs, the bill pro-
vides authority for a 1-percent set-
aside of mass transportation funding
for tribes with the allocation formula
to be established by the Secretary of
Transportation following negotiations
with the tribes. In addition, the bill au-
thorizes the conversion of up to 3 per-
cent of Indian reservation road funds
to provide mass transportation services
to Indian tribes.

The American Indian Transportation
Improvement Act of 1997 will signifi-
cantly improve surface transportation
service on or near Indian Reserva-
tions—improvements that will provide
greater mobility for tribal members,
increase economic opportunities for
the tribe, including much-needed em-
ployment, and improve the overall
quality of life.

Mr. President, I want to recognize
the outstanding leadership dem-
onstrated by Senator PETE DOMENICI in
developing this important legislation. I
urge my colleagues to join the chair-
man of the Indian Affairs Committee,
the Honorable Senator BEN
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, Senator PETE
DOMENICI, and me in acting favorably
on this bill when it comes before the
Senate for consideration.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
to speak briefly about the American
Indian Transportation Improvement
Act of 1997. This is an act that is long
overdue. It would ensure that the na-
tive American communities in our
country received the necessary funding
to keep up with their growing infra-
structure needs, in this case, roads.
This bill would also ensure that we
continue the Federal responsibility and
commitment to native Americans. In
addition, Mr. President, the American
Indian Transportation Improvement
Act would go a long way toward pro-
viding native American communities
the necessary means toward economic
and rural development to attract more
business enterprises, tourism and
thereby, job creation.

As my distinguished colleague from
New Mexico, Senator DOMENICI, has
aptly described today, Indian tribes
and Alaskan communities must main-
tain over 50,000 miles of roadways.
Many of our Nation’s bridges and road-
ways are in great need of repair and up-
grade, and tribal roads and bridges are
by no means an exception. This year as
we work toward ISTEA reauthoriza-
tion, we must address many com-
plicated issues. For example, we must
determine whether and to what extent
distribution formulas should be ad-
justed, whether to provide States added
flexibility in administering programs,
and whether and to what extent cur-
rent environmental protections should
be enhanced.
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But as we toil to address these issues,

we must realize that tribal commu-
nities are facing and must address
transportation issues just as challeng-
ing as those we address on a State and
national Level. Tribes have the same
needs and are just as interested as our
Nation’s urban dwellers in improving
roads and bridges. Tribal communities
are interested in establishing and
maintaining mass transit systems es-
pecially to assist their elderly, dis-
abled, and youth get to and from places
for goods, services, health care, and
after-school activities.

Mr. President, our investment in
city, State, county, and tribal trans-
portation systems is an investment
from which we will certainly reap larg-
er economic benefits and a much great-
er quality of life for communities
greatly in need of help.

By Mr. GRASSLEY:
S. 438. A bill to provide for implemen-

tation of prohibitions against payment
of Social Security benefits to pris-
oners, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

THE NO CASH FOR CONVICTS ACT

∑ Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today I am introducing legislation to
prohibit the payment of Social Secu-
rity benefits to convicted criminals
who are incarcerated at the expense of
hard-working taxpayers.

The fate of the Social Security pro-
gram has become a major topic of de-
bate in Washington and in the homes of
the American people. In the news, on
Capitol Hill, and in the conversations
of people all across this country the
question of how to address the pending
financial problems of Social Security
has caused considerable anxiety. Con-
gress must face one of its stiffest chal-
lenges in the next couple of years to
enact legislation that will rescue the
Social Security program for the long
term.

However, there are other flaws in the
Social Security program that we must
not overlook. Because Social Security
provides a lifelong entitlement to cash
and health care, it is often a target of
fraud and abuse. In the last couple of
years, we have taken action to suspend
benefits paid to drug addicts and alco-
holics and have increased funding so
the Social Security Administration
can perform continuing disability re-
views which ensure that beneficiaries
who may have recovered are no longer
receiving benefits.

Just last year, Congress enacted leg-
islation to help SSA identify prisoners
who received benefits from the Supple-
mental Security Income Program. Un-
fortunately, Congress was unable to
provide similar help to the Social Se-
curity Disability Insurance Program.

No one incarcerated for a crime
should continue to collect Social Secu-
rity Disability Insurance. Criminals
should not be allowed to double dip and
receive Federal money earmarked for
the purchase of food and clothing while
they are part of a prison system which

provides these necessities already. The
average SSDI payment in January of
1996 was $682. When an individual’s
shelter, food, and clothing needs are al-
ready being paid for at government ex-
pense—at least $13,000 a year in some
States—paying out additional Federal
funds is inexcusable.

Under current law, criminals are pro-
hibited from collecting disability in-
surance benefits if they are incarcer-
ated and if that incarceration arises
from a conviction punishable by im-
prisonment of more than one year.
However, this narrow standard applies
to a limited number of criminals.

In order to fully confront this prob-
lem we must enact legislation that ac-
complishes two goals. First, the law
needs to be expanded to close the exist-
ing loophole that allows criminals who
are serving time for misdemeanors or
who receive a sentence of less than one
year to continue to collect benefits.
Second, we must amend the law to fa-
cilitate the flow of information be-
tween Federal, State, county and local
officials.

Right now, SSA is able to identify
only a few of the individuals who have
been imprisoned to stop their benefits.
The Social Security Act already re-
quires that any Federal, State, county
or local agency send the SSA the
names and social security numbers of
anyone who is confined to a penal in-
stitution or correctional facility in
writing.

What’s needed is an incentive for
State and local law enforcement au-
thorities to report to the SSA any in-
mate illegally collecting DI benefits. In
testimony to the House Ways and
Means Oversight Committee on March
4, 1996, the General Accounting Office
testified that SSA lacks timely and ac-
curate information to stop benefit pay-
ments to prisoners.

My bill provides State and local law
enforcement agencies with a financial
incentive to report convicted criminals
who are receiving benefits while serv-
ing time in jail. The bill awards $400 for
each criminal reported to SSA within
the first 30 days of confinement, and
$200 if the required information is re-
ported to SSA after the 30 day period
ends. If the local authorities do not no-
tify SSA within 90 days after confine-
ment begins, no award will be made.

Last year, as part of welfare reform
we took steps to stop the flagrant
abuse of the Social Security system
with respect to SSI payments. Now we
must finish the job by extending the
law to include the illegal collection of
DI benefits.

By passing this legislation we will
protect the financial soundness of So-
cial Security disability insurance and
preserve the program for the people it
is meant to assist. The only way to
protect the hard-earned money of the
American taxpayer is to insure that
every penny is being spent properly.
This legislation is projected to save $35
million over the next 7 years. In this
day of hundreds of billions of dollars in

deficit this may not seem overwhelm-
ing, but it will ease the administrative
burden on SSA and most importantly,
help restore confidence in this vital
program.∑

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for him-
self, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. DOMENICI,
and Mr. KYL):

S. 439. A bill to provide for Alaska
State jurisdiction over small hydro-
electric projects, to address voluntary
licensing of hydroelectric projects on
fresh waters in the State of Hawaii, to
provide an exemption for portion of a
hydroelectric project located in the
State of New Mexico, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

THE FEDERAL POWER ACT AMENDMENT ACT OF
1997

∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
along with Senators AKAKA, DOMENICI,
and KYL, I am today introducing legis-
lation to address several issues associ-
ated with hydroelectric projects.

Section 1 gives the State of Alaska
jurisdiction over small hydroelectric
projects 5 megawatts or smaller. Sec-
tion 2 precludes the voluntary licens-
ing of hydroelectric projects on fresh
waters in the State of Hawaii. Section
3 provides an exemption from licensing
for the transmission line portion of a
hydroelectric project located in the
State of New Mexico. Section 4 gives
the FERC the authority to extend for
up to 10 years the deadline for com-
mencement of construction of hydro-
electric projects.

Sections 1, 2, and 3 of this bill are
virtually identical to sections 7, 8, and
9 of S. 737 as reported in the 104th Con-
gress. By unanimous vote, S. 737 was
ordered reported by the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources (Report
No. 104–77). On September 27, 1996, the
Senate unanimously passed S. 737 (Sen-
ate Calendar No. 100). Unfortunately,
just a few days later, on October 6, the
House of Representatives went out of
session not having acted on the Senate-
passed bill.

Sections 2 and 3 are of direct interest
to Senators AKAKA and DOMENICI, and
they will speak separately on their
merits. I will discuss sections 1 and 4,
which are of direct interest to me.

Section 1 gives the State of Alaska
jurisdiction over hydroelectric projects
5 megawatts or smaller. It goes into ef-
fect when the Governor of Alaska noti-
fies the Secretary of Energy that the
State has in place a comprehensive
process for regulating these facilities.
The required process is modeled on the
one contained in the Federal Power
Act for the FERC. The authority grant-
ed to the State of Alaska would apply
only to projects that are located en-
tirely within the State. Moreover,
these projects may not be located on
an Indian reservation, a unit of the Na-
tional Park System, a component of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, or
a segment of a river designated for
study for potential addition to such
system. In the case of a project that is
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already licensed by the FERC, the
project sponsor may elect to make it
subject to State authority. Projects lo-
cated on Federal lands are subject to
the approval of the Secretary of the
Federal agency having jurisdiction,
and that Secretary may include such
terms and conditions as may be nec-
essary for the protection of the public
interest. The provisions specifically
provide that nothing preempts the ap-
plication of Federal environmental,
natural, or cultural resources protec-
tion laws according to their terms.

Section 4 amends section 13 of the
Federal Power Act to give the FERC
authority to extend for up to 10 years
the deadline for the commencement of
a hydroelectric project. Under existing
law, a project must commence con-
struction within 2 years of the date of
the issuance of the license. That dead-
line can be extended by the FERC one
time for as much as 2 additional years,
for a total of 4 years. If construction
has not commenced at the end of the
statutory time period, the license must
be terminated by the FERC. Termi-
nation not only results in the licensee
losing its investment of time and many
tens of thousands of dollars to obtain
the license, it also delays the construc-
tion of the project by requiring a new
licensee to start the licensing process
all over.

In the past, 4 years was adequate
time to commence construction. How-
ever, with growing uncertainty in the
electric power market, it is proving in-
creasingly difficult for licensees to ob-
tain the power purchase contract nec-
essary to secure financing so as to per-
mit commencement of construction.
This has resulted in a number of indi-
vidual requests to Congress to legisla-
tively extend on a case-by-case basis
the commencement of construction
deadline. During the 104th Congress,
for example, 28 bills were introduced in
the House and Senate to extend the
deadline for individual projects. Acting
on these individual requests proved to
be very time consuming for the com-
mittee and for the Congress. Had this
provision been enacted, all of these re-
quests could have been accommodated
administratively by the FERC. Hence,
I am introducing this bill to give the
FERC the generic authority to extend
the deadline for the commencement of
construction for up to 10 years.

Mr. President, it is for these reasons
that I am introducing this legislation
along with Senators AKAKA, DOMENICI,
and KYL.∑
∑ Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, the State
of Hawaii, its delegation in Congress,
and conservation organizations
throughout the State are deeply con-
cerned about Federal efforts to regu-
late hydroelectric power projects on
State waters. The question of who
should have authority for hydropower
regulation—the State or the Federal
Government—is very contentious.

Those who care for Hawaii’s rivers
and streams recognize that continued
Federal intervention may have serious

repercussions for our fresh water re-
sources and the ecosystems that de-
pend upon them. Whenever a hydro-
electric power project is proposed, a
number of environmental consider-
ations must be weighed before approval
is granted. Important issues must be
evaluated, such as whether the pro-
posed dam or diversion will impair the
stream’s essential flow characteristics,
or what effect the hydropower project
will have on the physical nature of the
stream bed or the chemical makeup of
the water. Will a dam or diversion di-
minish flow rates and reduce the scenic
value of one of Hawaii’s waterfalls?
Will it harm recreational opportuni-
ties? These, and other questions must
be answered.

The effect of a new dam or diversion
on the State’s disappearing wetlands
must be weighed. Wetlands provide
vital sanctuary for migratory birds, as
well as habitat for endangered Hawai-
ian waterfowl. They serve as reservoirs
for storm water, filtering water-borne
pollutants before they reach the fragile
coastal habitat, and provide a recharge
area for groundwater.

Historic resources may be at risk on
streams when hydropower projects are
proposed. When Polynesians first set-
tled our islands, Hawaiian culture was
linked to streams as much as it was
linked to the sea. The remnants of an-
cient Hawaiian settlements can be
found along many State rivers. Will
the Federal Government give adequate
attention to stream resources that
have unique natural or cultural signifi-
cance when it issues a hydroelectric li-
cense or permit?

Most important of all, hydropower
development must be compatible with
preserving native aquatic resources.
Hawaiian streams support many spe-
cies that depend on undisturbed habi-
tat. Perhaps the most remarkable of
these species is the gobie, which can
climb waterfalls and colonize stream
sections that are inaccessible to other
fish. These are some of the complex
factors that must be considered during
Federal hydropower decisionmaking.

Federal agencies that have respon-
sibility for fish, wildlife, and natural
resource protection have raised ques-
tions about the State of Hawaii’s com-
mitment to protecting stream re-
sources. They assert that the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission is bet-
ter equipped than the State to protect
environmental values.

Nothing could be further from truth.
The State of Hawaii has demonstrated
its commitment to protect stream re-
sources by instituting a new water
code, adopting instream flow stand-
ards, launching a comprehensive Ha-
waii stream assessment, and organizing
a stream protection and management
task force.

Meanwhile, FERC has shown little
regard for stream protection and has
granted a preliminary permit to a hy-
dropower developer on the Hanalei
River. This is the same river that the
Fish and Wildlife Service is fighting to

preserve. The Hanalei National Wildlife
Refuge is the largest refuge on the is-
land of Kauai, and is home to four en-
dangered water birds. Sixty percent of
the State’s taro crop is grown in the
wetlands adjacent to the river. When it
comes to protecting environmental
values, FERC is off to a very poor
start.

The experience with the proposed
Hanalei hydropower project raises seri-
ous questions about appropriateness of
the Federal efforts to regulate hydro-
power in Hawaii. Our rivers and
streams bear no resemblance to the
wide, deep, long, and relatively flat riv-
ers of the continental United States.
Hawaiian streams generally comprise
groups of short riffles, runs, falls, and
deep pools. There are only five streams
with a length of 40 miles or more. Only
two streams have a median flow rate
greater than 100 cubic feet per second.
By comparison, the mean discharge of
the Mississippi River is nearly 40,000
times the annual flow of Hawaii’s long-
est river, the Kiikii River.

The Federal interest in protecting
the vast interconnected river systems
of North America is misplaced in our
isolated mid-Pacific location. When it
comes to regulating hydropower in Ha-
waii, FERC is a fish out of water.

Chairman MURKOWSKI has agreed to
include the text of my legislation to
exempt Hawaii from the FERC hydro-
power jurisdiction in section 2 of the
hydropower legislation he introduced
today. Section 2 would terminate
FERC’s jurisdiction over hydropower
projects on the fresh water of the State
of Hawaii. Section 2 is identical to the
legislation passed by the Senate during
the 103d Congress as part of an omnibus
hydropower bill, but the House and
Senate could not resolve their dif-
ferences on the bill. In the 104th Con-
gress, the Senate Energy and Natural
Resources Committee again approved
the bill. I will continue to fight for the
passage of this legislation during the
105th Congress.∑

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself
and Mr. BROWNBACK):

S. 440. A bill to deauthorize the
Animas-La Plata Federal reclamation
project and to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to enter into negotiations
to satisfy, in a manner consistent with
all Federal laws, the water rights in-
terests of the Ute Mountain Ute Indian
Tribe and the Southern Ute Indian
Tribe; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

ANIMAS-LA PLATA PROJECT LEGISLATION

∑ Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, today
I am introducing legislation to de-
authorize the construction of the
Animas-La Plata water project in Colo-
rado. I am very pleased to be joined in
this effort by the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. BROWNBACK]. This measure is iden-
tical to a bipartisan effort in the other
body introduced on February 13, 1997,
by my colleague from Wisconsin [Mr.
PETRI] and my colleague from Oregon
[Mr. DEFAZIO].
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The Animas-La Plata project is a $744

million water development project
planned for southwest Colorado and
northwest New Mexico that is largely
taxpayer funded. Designed to supply
191,230 feet of water, it will consist of 2
major reservoirs, 7 pumping plants, and
200 miles of canals and pipes. The
project will pump water over 1,000 feet
uphill, consuming enough power to run
a city of 60,000, to supply municipal, in-
dustrial, and irrigation interests.

The legislation I am introducing
today deauthorizes the Animas-La
Plata Federal reclamation project and
directs the Secretary of the Interior to
work with the Southern Ute and Ute
Mountain Ute Tribes to find an alter-
native to satisfy their water rights
needs. It is supported by a broad coali-
tion of taxpayer and environmental
groups that includes: Taxpayers for
Common Sense, Americans for Tax Re-
form, Citizens Against Government
Waste, Citizens for a Sound Economy,
and National Taxpayers Union. This
legislation was also profiled in the 1997
Green Scissors Report, and the Animas
project has shown up on a number of
deficit reduction target lists, including
one recently proposed by the Chairman
of the Budget Committee of the other
body [Mr. KASICH].

I believe that Federal legislation to
terminate the Animas-La Plata project
is needed for four reasons. First, as a
Senator who is extremely concerned
about the Federal deficit and debt, this
project has an extremely high price
tag—a projected total cost of $744 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1998. That total pro-
jected cost estimate has increased $30
million over the fiscal year 1997 esti-
mate of $714 million. The Federal share
of that cost now exceeds half a billion
dollars, $503 million to be exact, which
is nearly 68 percent of the total cost. I
believe, especially in these times of
tight budgets, that commencement of
significant Federal discretionary
spending should be critically evalu-
ated.

By no measure or metric is this
project cost effective, Mr. President. A
July 1995 economic analysis by the Bu-
reau of Reclamation, the only analysis
that used economic procedures ap-
proved for Bureau analyses and a cur-
rent discount rate, reported that the
project’s benefit-cost ratio is 0.36:1. In
other words, Mr. President, the project
will return only 36 cents for every tax-
payer dollar invested. I am addition-
ally concerned, Mr. President, because
recent GAO reports have highlighted
that Federal water projects, once built,
do not recoup the costs of the projects
from the users, who are supposed to be
paying the government back for its in-
vestment. Municipal and industrial
users are required under the Water
Supply Act of 1958 to fully repay all the
construction costs and operation and
maintenance costs attributable to the
supply of municipal and industrial
water. Those repayment contracts are
to be in place before construction be-
gins. Currently, the Bureau has signed

a repayment contract with two non-In-
dian project beneficiaries. Those that
have been signed do not cover the con-
struction costs of the full project, due
to cost increases. It is questionable if
the project will ever comply with the
law and obtain full reimbursement of
municipal and industrial costs from
the project beneficiaries.

Second, I am introducing this legisla-
tion because I believe that the Con-
gress should support the State of Colo-
rado’s ongoing dialog over lower cost
alternatives rather than proceed to ini-
tiate construction. The Animas-La
Plata project has been the focus of con-
troversy and litigation for many years.
In response to legislative activities
last Congress, which I will describe in
further detail, Colorado Gov. Roy
Romer and Lt. Gov. Gail Schoettler
convened a discussion process in Octo-
ber 1996 with the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, the Southern Ute and Ute Moun-
tain Ute Tribes, interested water dis-
tricts, irrigators, and environmental-
ists in an attempt to resolve disputes
among the parties. To assist in the suc-
cess of this process, the Bureau and the
other parties executed a legal ‘‘stand
still’’ agreement establishing basic
ground rules for the dialog and identi-
fying the activities that could take
place outside the process. While the
eventual outcome is not known, a rec-
ommendation for a different formula-
tion of the project is possible.

Thus far, the Department of the Inte-
rior, acting through the Bureau, is
committed to finding a solution ac-
ceptable to the parties in general, and
to the Colorado Ute Tribes specifically,
due to the Federal Government’s tribal
trust responsibility. My legislation will
codify that direction by specifically di-
recting the Bureau to continue with
these negotiations, rather than proceed
with Animas-La Plata.

Third, this legislation has been draft-
ed to acknowledge the importance of
demonstrating support for ensuring
that the Federal Government’s obliga-
tions to the Colorado Ute Tribes are
fulfilled. During debate over the fiscal
year 1997 energy and water appropria-
tions bill, colleagues will remember
that I offered an amendment to termi-
nate funding for Animas-La Plata. I be-
lieve that amendment was not success-
ful last year due to concerns by col-
leagues that the project is necessary to
fulfill Ute tribal water rights.

As I made clear to colleagues during
the appropriations debate, despite the
contention that the project will ad-
dress the Ute claims, Animas-La Plata
was not initiated as a way to address
these claims. This project was author-
ized in 1968 to supply irrigation water
to farmers growing forage crops in arid
areas. Even back then, in the heyday of
big water projects, this one was riddled
with so many problems it couldn’t get
going. In 1988, nearly 20 years after it
was authorized, the settlement of the
Ute Indian water rights claims became
an additional justification for pushing
this project through.

Construction of this project has not
yet begun because of a variety of fac-
tors, including concerns raised about
the adequacy of the April 1996 Supple-
mental Environmental Impact State-
ment, issues surrounding cost-sharing
and repayment agreements, and com-
pliance problems with New Mexico’s
water quality standards.

Both the Ute Mountain Ute and the
Southern Ute tribal governments for-
mally support construction of Animas-
La Plata. The water that the Utes will
be provided from the project, however,
is only a fraction of the project’s total
capacity. Of the 191,230 acre-feet of
water the project will supply, two-
thirds will go to nontribal interests
with only 62,000 acre feet of the total to
be supplied to both tribes. There is dis-
sent within the Southern Ute Tribe
about the wisdom of this project, and I
am pleased that this legislation termi-
nating the project has received the sup-
port of the Southern Ute Grassroots
Organization.

I am concerned that the Animas-La
Plata as currently proposed cannot
meet the needs of the tribes because
the initial construction phase of the
project will neither provide the deliv-
ery system nor the quantity of water
needed to fully honor the Federal Gov-
ernment’s commitments. We should
not spend hundreds of million of dol-
lars and still find the tribal needs po-
tentially unmet. Rather, I want to see
that the Bureau is engaged in actively
solving these problems rather than
half-heartedly moving forward with
construction and at the negotiating
table to examine alternatives. The Ute
Tribes’ water rights settlement says
that if the project isn’t built and fully
functional by the year 2000, the tribes
may void the settlement and go back
into negotiations or litigation. Last
year, the Bureau indicated that it can-
not complete the project before 2003. It
is not unreasonable to expect that the
Utes may seek to void their settle-
ment, wherein the non-Indian
irrigators will get their expensive
project and Congress in the year 2005 or
so will have to fund a new water rights
settlement.

Finally, I believe that there needs to
be a proactive legislative solution put
forward to address the Animas-La
Plata project because the political sup-
port for continued appropriations for
this project is eroding. Last year, dur-
ing the 104th Congress, the other body
voted 221 to 200 to stop the funding for
the Animas-La Plata project as it is
currently designed. The chairman of
the Budget Committee in the other
body has put Animas-La Plata on a tar-
get list of corporate welfare cuts. I be-
lieve that during the appropriations
cycle for fiscal year 1998, the other
body will again vote to terminate fund-
ing for this project.

Politically, we may go back and
forth for a few years with the other
body terminating funding and this
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body restoring the money. But eventu-
ally, both Houses of Congress will re-
sist and we will have wasted millions of
dollars.

My bill seeks to put this project back
on a positive track. It directs the Bu-
reau of Reclamation to address legiti-
mate water needs and explore all the
alternatives to meeting those needs,
and terminates this project that we
can no longer afford. I ask unanimous
consent that this measure be printed in
the RECORD.

Three being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 440
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DEAUTHORIZATION OF ANIMAS-LA

PLATA FEDERAL RECLAMATION
PROJECT.

(a) DEAUTHORIZATION.—The Animas-La
Plata Project, Colorado and New Mexico (a
participating project under the Act of April
11, 1956 (commonly known as the ‘‘Colorado
River Storage Project Act’’) (70 Stat. 105,
chapter 203; 43 U.S.C. 620 et seq.), and the
Colorado River Basin Project Act (43 U.S.C.
1501 et seq.)) is not authorized after the date
of enactment of this Act.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The first
section of the Act of April 11, 1956 (70 Stat.
105, chapter 203; 43 U.S.C. 620), is amended in
the proviso by striking ‘‘Animas-La Plata,’’.

(c) NEGOTIATIONS.—The Secretary of the
Interior shall promptly seek to enter into
negotiations with the Ute Mountain Ute In-
dian Tribe and the Southern Ute Indian
Tribe to satisfy, in a manner consistent with
all Federal laws, the water rights interests
of those tribes that were intended to be sat-
isfied with water supplied from the Animas-
La Plata Project.∑

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself and
Mr. SPECTER):

S. 441. A bill to improve health care
quality and reduce health care costs by
establishing a national fund for health
research that would significantly ex-
pand the Nation’s investment in medi-
cal research; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

THE NATIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH RESEARCH
ACT

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise
today with Senator SPECTER to intro-
duce the National Fund for Health Re-
search Act. This legislation is similar
to legislation I introduced with Sen-
ator Hatfield during the last Congress
which gained broad bipartisan support
in both the House and Senate.

Our proposal would establish a na-
tional fund for health research to pro-
vide additional resources for health re-
search over and above those provided
to the National Institutes of Health
[NIH] in the annual appropriations
process. The fund would greatly en-
hance the quality of health care by in-
vesting more in finding preventive
measures, cures, and cost-effective
treatments for the major illnesses and
conditions that strike Americans.

To finance the fund, health plans
would set aside approximately 1 per-
cent of all health premiums and trans-
fer the funds to the Department of the

Treasury. The Department of the
Treasury would then transfer the
money to the national fund for health
research.

Each year under our proposal
amounts within the national fund for
health research would automatically
be allocated to each of the NIH Insti-
tutes and Centers. Each Institute and
Center would receive the same percent-
age as they received of the total NIH
appropriation for that fiscal year. The
set aside should generate sufficient
funds to provide for a nearly 50-percent
increase in funding for the NIH.

In 1994, I argued that any health care
reform plan should include additional
funding for health research. Health
care reform has been taken off the
front burner but the need to increase
our Nation’s commitment to health re-
search has not diminished.

While health care spending devours
nearly $1 trillion annually our medical
research budget is dying of starvation.
The United States devotes less than 2
percent of its total health care budget
to health research. The Defense De-
partment spends 15 percent of its budg-
et on research. Does this make sense?
The cold war is over but the war
against disease and disability contin-
ues.

Increased investment in health re-
search is key to reducing health costs
in the long run. If we can find the cure
for a disease like Alzheimer’s the sav-
ings would be enormous. Today, feder-
ally supported funding for research on
Alzheimer’s disease totals $300 million
yet it is estimated that nearly $100 bil-
lion is expended annually on caring for
people with Alzheimer’s.

Gene therapy and treatments for
cystic fibrosis and Parkinson’s could
eliminate years of chronic care costs,
while saving lives and improving pa-
tients’ quality of life.

Mr. President, Senator SPECTER and I
do everything we can to increase fund-
ing for NIH through the appropriations
process. But, given the current budget
situation and freeze in discretionary
spending what we can do is limited.
Without action, our investment in
medical research through the NIH is
likely to continue to decline in real
terms.

The NIH is not able to fund even 25
percent of competing research projects
or grant applications deemed worthy of
funding. This is compared to rates of 30
percent or more just a decade ago.
Science and cutting edge medical re-
search is being put on hold. We may be
giving up possible cures for diabetes,
Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s, and count-
less other diseases.

Our lack of investment in research
may also be discouraging our young
people from pursuing careers in medi-
cal research. The number of people
under the age of 36 even applying for
NIH grants dropped by 54 percent be-
tween 1985 and 1993. This is due to a
host of factors but I’m afraid that the
lower success rates among applicants is
making biomedical research less and

less attractive to young people. If the
perception is that funding for research
is impossible to obtain, young people
that may have chosen medical research
10 years ago will choose other career
paths.

Mr. President, I am pleased that over
130 groups representing patients, hos-
pitals, medical schools, researchers,
and millions of Americans have al-
ready endorsed our proposal.

Mr. President, health research is an
investment in our future—it is an in-
vestment in our children and grand-
children. It holds the promise of cure
or treatment for millions of Ameri-
cans.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and
Mr. KERRY):

S. 442. A bill to establish a national
policy against State and local govern-
ment interference with interstate com-
merce on the Internet or interactive
computer services, and to exercise Con-
gressional jurisdiction over interstate
commerce by establishing a morato-
rium on the imposition of exactions
that would interfere with the free flow
of commerce via the Internet, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

THE INTERNET TAX FREEDOM ACT

∑ Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, a few
weeks ago, I met with a group of small
business folks at an Internet cafe in
Portland. We talked about the promise
electronic commerce holds for busi-
nesses and consumers. The Internet
can give a small businessperson in
Astoria, OR access to the entire global
marketplace. It can give consumers,
especially in rural areas, entry to a
supernational shopping mall.

For governments, the Internet offers
a different type of promise—the chance
to be a new cash cow. As Federal funds
decrease, States and local governments
are looking to the Internet as a new
source of revenue. Some have already
begun building tollbooths on the infor-
mation superhighway. For sales taxes
alone, there are nearly 6,500 different
taxing authorities in this country. One
businessman at the Internet cafe told
me he is wary of getting into electronic
commerce because of the prospect of as
many as 30,000 different pairs of hands
reaching into his pockets to collect
taxes. If current trends continue, State
and local levies will transform the
Internet from a bright and exciting
new frontier for commerce into a dark
jungle of foreboding taxes.

Under today’s mishmash of State and
local Internet taxes, everyone is puz-
zled. Take a customer at his home
computer who purchases an item from
a virtual catalogue. With the click of
his mouse, the purchase is logged, his
account billed and payment made by
wire transfer and the order sent. The
vendor is in another State, or even an-
other country. His bank is in a third
State and the purchase is a gift being
sent to a relative in another State.
Where did this transaction take place?
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Where was there nexus for tax pur-
poses—the vendor State? The cus-
tomer’s State? The bank’s location? Or
the State where the gift is being sent?
Is the answer all of the above, some of
the above, or none of the above?

The enormity of the problem is un-
derscored by the fact that the hottest
selling software today is software to
help entrepreneurs and companies fig-
ure out various State tax policies.

When a consumer in Corvallis, OR
uses an Internet search engine in Cali-
fornia, is that search a taxable service?
When a housewife in Houston uses Vir-
ginia-based America Online to make a
virtual purchase from a furniture com-
pany in North Carolina, what gets
taxed where? Is an Internet service pro-
vider a public utility, as one State has
ruled? Even if a State has enacted an
online tax law, collection and enforce-
ment are often haphazard. This system
rewards ignorance and punishes the
boy scout businesses that play by the
rules.

The purpose of the bill I am introduc-
ing today with Congressman CHRIS COX
is to allow everyone to step back and
take a deep breath. It says let’s sus-
pend this crazy tax quilting bee so that
everyone can come together in a ra-
tional way to figure out what policy
makes the most sense.

The Internet Tax Freedom Act has
three parts. First, it would impose an
indefinite moratorium on subnational
taxes on electronic commerce. Where
States and local governments have al-
ready imposed taxes on electronic com-
merce, their taxes would be grand fa-
thered to the extent that they are net
income taxes, fairly apportioned busi-
ness license taxes or where the tax is
collected in an identical way for mail
or telephone orders. This will assure
uniformity and fairness, while
targeting inequitable technology taxes.
Our intent is that the new tax morato-
rium apply to all Internet and inter-
active computer services, regardless of
the technology—such as cable systems
and wireless networks—being used to
deliver those services. It will give us a
functionally equivalent and techno-
logically equitable tax policy. It will
assure equity and fairness among all
business entities and across tech-
nologies.

Second, the bill would call upon the
administration to bring together State
and local governments, businesses and
consumers, and any others with a stake
in the Internet and online commerce to
develop policy recommendations on
taxation of the Internet and use of the
Internet to deliver products and serv-
ices. The Executive would have 2 years
in which to prepare policy rec-
ommendations on taxation of the
Internet.

Third, the bill directs the executive
branch to seek an international agree-
ment making the Internet a duty-free
zone. Just as we seek a rational policy
on electronic commerce taxation here
in the United States, our businesses
cannot be expected to compete over-

seas if they faced more than 160 dif-
ferent foreign tariff policies covering
global electronic commerce. Although
about 75 percent of Web users live in
North America, most electronic com-
merce is between companies, rather
than companies and consumers.
Forrester Research of Massachusetts
predicts business-to-business com-
merce will soon be worth $67 billion a
year.

Trying to find out exactly which
States and local authorities are impos-
ing taxes on electronic commerce and
what types of taxes they are imposing
is a daunting—if not outright impos-
sible—task in itself. The Vice Presi-
dent for a good-sized Internet service
provider in California said he would
need a whole department to untangle
the various Internet tax laws around
the country, ‘‘It’s in my nightmare
pile,’’ he observed. If this has stumped
some of the best accounting firms in
the country, how in the world can a
small business that wants to sell over
the Internet figure out its various tax
liabilities? The difference between
States in electronic commerce tax pol-
icy is mind-numbing.

Twenty States and the District of Co-
lumbia impose one or more taxes on
electronic commerce. New York levies
taxes on gross receipts on the ‘‘furnish-
ing of information,’’ but not on per-
sonal or individual information. Ohio
taxes electronic transmissions and real
estate data bases because they provide
objective data but exempts news serv-
ices because they provide analysis.
Texas taxes the transmission of elec-
tronic information and software in
whatever form, but does not tax soft-
ware sent out of State on a disk. Ala-
bama’s Revenue Department ruled last
fall that a utility tax applies to
Internet service providers, forcing
them to pay a 4-percent public utilities
tax.

Last year in Florida a small Internet
service provider asked the State’s De-
partment of Revenue whether he
should add a sales tax to his customers’
monthly bills. He was certain he
wouldn’t have to since all net surfers
there already pay 10 percent or more in
taxes for the telephone service they use
to link to the Internet. To his surprise,
the Revenue Department said his cus-
tomers should have been paying a 7-
percent service tax under a decade-old
telecommunications law. Then, adding
shock to surprise, the Department told
him his company was subject to an ad-
ditional 2.5-percent tax on its gross an-
nual receipts. The uproar from users
and providers led the Governor to sus-
pend the taxes until a panel could
study the implications.

The legislation is constructed in such
a way as to set up a dynamic and pro-
ductive tension. It gives those that
seek revenue from electronic com-
merce—the States and local govern-
ments—an incentive to work with the
administration in developing policy
recommendations on Internet taxation.
Indeed, the National Conference of

State Legislatures wrote me on Feb-
ruary 21 that they have been ‘‘working
with a number of other State organiza-
tions as well as the impacted private
sector industries to find the common
ground which will lead to the coordina-
tion and uniformity of State tax struc-
tures which the draft legislation de-
sires.’’ And an official with the Federal
of Tax Administrators observed last
summer that ‘‘States need to figure
out how to tax it [the Internet] and to
make it a level playing field with other
services.’’ I will also continue to work
with the Multistate Tax Commission to
assure their efforts move forward.

But the question remains: Will the
simple imperative for good public pol-
icy outweigh the desire of cash-
strapped States to tap a new source of
revenue? Without a moratorium, as
proposed in this legislation, I fear
those State and local governments
hungry for new sources of revenue have
little, if any, incentive to work for a
fair and equitable Internet tax policy.

I want to thank a number of groups
that have helped us craft this legisla-
tion, and which have indicated their
support for this bill: the American
Electronics Association, the Software
Publishers Association, the Associa-
tion of Online Professionals, the Com-
mittee on State Taxation, the Direct
Marketing Association, the Business
Software Alliance, the Information
Technology Association of America,
the U.S. Telephone Association, the
California State Board of Taxation, the
Massachusetts High Tech Council,
CommerceNet, the Silicon Valley Soft-
ware Industry Coalition, IBM, AT&T,
and other companies.

I view the legislation being intro-
duced today as the beginning of a proc-
ess, not the end. It remains a work in
progress and will hopefully continue to
be refined throughout the congres-
sional hearing process.

There is a great deal to learn in these
unchartered waters. All of us—Con-
gress, State and local governments,
businesses and consumers—must edu-
cate each other about how this new
electronic medium works. We must all
work together to help it achieve its full
potential as a marketplace of ideas,
products, and services.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill and a section-by-section
analysis be printed in the RECORD.

Thee being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 442
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Internet Tax
Freedom Act’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) As a massive global network spanning

not only State but international borders, the
Internet is inherently a matter of interstate
and foreign commerce within the jurisdic-
tion of the United States Congress under Ar-
ticle I, Section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution.
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(2) Even within the United States, the

Internet does not respect State lines and op-
erates independently of State boundaries.
Addresses on the Internet are designed to be
geographically indifferent. Internet trans-
missions are insensitive to physical distance
and can have multiple geographical address-
es.

(3) Because transmissions over the Internet
are made through packet-switching it is im-
possible to determine with any degree of cer-
tainty the precise geographic route or
endpoints of specific Internet transmissions
and infeasible to separate intrastate from
interstate, and domestic from foreign,
Internet transmissions.

(4) Inconsistent and inadministrable taxes
imposed on Internet activity by State and
local governments threaten not only to sub-
ject consumers, businesses, and other users
engaged in interstate and foreign commerce
to multiply, confusing, and burdensome tax-
ation, but also to restrict the growth and
continued technological maturation of the
Internet itself, and to call into question the
continued viability of this dynamic medium.

(5) Because the tax laws and regulations of
so many jurisdictions were established be-
fore the Internet or interactive computer
services, their application to this new me-
dium in unintended and unpredictable ways
threatens every Internet user, access pro-
vider, vendor, and interactive computer serv-
ice provider.

(6) The electronic marketplace of services,
products, and ideas available through the
Internet or interactive computer services
can be especially beneficial to senior citi-
zens, the physically challenged, citizens in
rural areas, and small businesses. It also of-
fers a variety of uses and benefits for edu-
cational institutions and charitable organi-
zations.

(7) Consumers, businesses, and others en-
gaging in interstate and foreign commerce
through the Internet or interactive com-
puter services could become subject to more
than 30,000 separate taxing jurisdictions in
the United States alone.

(8) The consistent and coherent national
policy regarding taxation of Internet activ-
ity, and the concomitant uniformity, sim-
plicity, and fairness that is needed to avoid
burdening this evolving form of interstate
and foreign commerce can best be achieved
by the United States exercising its authority
under Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the
United States Constitution.
SEC. 3. MORATORIUM ON IMPOSITION OF TAXES

ON INTERNET OR INTERACTIVE
COMPUTER SERVICES.

(a) MORATORIUM.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, no State or political
subdivision thereof may impose, assess, or
attempt to collect a tax directly or indi-
rectly on—

(1) the Internet or interactive computer
services; or

(2) the use of the Internet or interactive
computer services.

(b) PRESERVATION OF STATE AND LOCAL
TAXING AUTHORITY.—Subsection (a)—

(1) does not apply to taxes imposed on or
measured by net income derived from the
Internet or interactive computer services;

(2) does not apply to fairly apportioned
business license taxes applied to businesses
having a business location in the taxing ju-
risdiction; and

(3) does not affect a State or political sub-
division thereof of authority to impose a
sales or use tax on sales or other trans-
actions effected by the use of the Internet or
interactive computer services if—

(A) the tax is the same as the tax generally
imposed and collected by that State or polit-
ical subdivision thereof on interstate sales or
transactions effected by mail order, tele-

phone, or other remote means within its tax-
ing jurisdiction; and

(B) the obligation to collect the tax from
sales or other transactions effected by the
use of the Internet or interactive computer
services is imposed on the same person or en-
tity as in the case of sales or transactions ef-
fected by mail order, telephone, or other re-
mote means.
SEC. 4. ADMINISTRATION POLICY RECOMMENDA-

TIONS TO CONGRESS.
(a) CONSULTATIVE GROUP.—The Secretaries

of the Treasury, Commerce, and State, in
consultation with appropriate committees of
the Congress, consumer and business groups,
States and political subdivisions thereof, and
other appropriate groups, shall—

(1) undertake an examination of United
States and international taxation of the
Internet and interactive computer services,
as well as commerce conducted thereon; and

(2) jointly submit appropriate policy rec-
ommendations concerning United States do-
mestic and foreign policies toward taxation
of the Internet and interactive computer
services, if any, to the President within 18
months after the date of enactment of this
Act.

(b) PRESIDENT.—Not later than 2 years
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
President shall transmit to the appropriate
committees of Congress policy recommenda-
tions on the taxation of sales and other
transactions affected on the Internet or
through interactive computer services.

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS TO BE CONSISTENT
WITH TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 POL-
ICY STATEMENT.—The Secretaries and the
President shall take care to ensure that any
policy recommendations are fully consistent
with the policy set forth in paragraphs (1)
and (2) of section 230(b) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 230(b)).
SEC. 5. DECLARATION THAT THE INTERNET BE

FREE OF FOREIGN TARIFFS, TRADE
BARRIERS, AND OTHER RESTRIC-
TIONS.

It is the sense of the Congress that the
President should seek bilateral and multilat-
eral agreements through the World Trade Or-
ganization, the Organization for Economic
Cooperation Council, or other appropriate
international fora to establish that activity
on the Internet and interactive computer
services is free from tariff and taxation.
SEC. 6. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act—
(1) INTERNET; INTERACTIVE COMPUTER SERV-

ICE.—The terms ‘‘Internet’’ and ‘‘interactive
computer service’’ have the meaning given
such terms by paragraphs (1) and (2), respec-
tively, of section 230(e) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 230(e)).

(2) Tax.—The term ‘‘tax’’ includes any tax,
license, or fee that is imposed by any govern-
mental entity, and includes the imposition
of the seller of an obligation to collect and
remit a tax imposed on the buyer.

THE INTERNET TAX FREEDOM ACT—SECTION-
BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1: Short title: ‘‘The Internet Tax
Freedom Act’’

Section 2: Findings. Sets forth a series of
findings, including that the Internet is in-
herently a matter of interstate commerce;
that the Internet operates independently of
State lines; that inconsistent and
unadministrable taxes imposed on Internet
activity by State and local governments sub-
ject consumers and businesses to multiple,
confusing and burdensome taxation and are
creating compliance problems for Internet
access providers, vendors and interactive
computer service providers; that consumers,
businesses and others engaging in interstate
commerce through the Internet or inter-

active computer services could become sub-
ject to some 30,000 separate taxing jurisdic-
tions in the United States; and that uniform-
ity, simplicity and fairness are needed re-
garding taxation of Internet activity to
avoid burdening this evolving form of inter-
state commerce.

Section 3: Moratorium on Imposition of
Taxes on Internet or Interactive Computer
Services—

Subsection (a), establishes a moratorium
on direct and indirect state or local taxes on
the Internet or interactive computer services
or the use of those services.

Subsection (b), preserves state and local
authority for taxes for the following types of
taxes:

(1) taxes on or measured by net income de-
rived from these services,

(2) fairly apportioned business license
taxes, and

(3) sales and use taxes on interstate elec-
tronic transactions that are consistent with
taxes on mail order and telephone trans-
actions.

Section 4: Administration Policy Rec-
ommendations to Congress.

Subsection (a), Establishes a consultative
group of the Secretaries of the Treasury,
Commerce and State that will work with
State and local governments, consumer and
business groups and others to examine U.S.
and international taxation of Internet and
interactive computer services and submit
policy recommendations to the President
within 18 months of enactment.

Subsection (b), directs the President to
transmit to Congress any policy rec-
ommendations within two years of enact-
ment.

Subsection (c), seeks to ensure that any
policy recommendations are consistent with
the 1996 Telecommunications Act policy
statement regarding promotion of the
Internet and interactive computer services.

Section 5: Declaration that the Internet Be
Free of Foreign Tariffs, Trade Barriers, and
Other Restrictions

Sets forth the sense of the Congress that
the President should seek bilateral and mul-
tinational agreements through various inter-
national trade organizations to keep the
Internet and interactive computer services
free from tariffs and taxation.

Section 6: Definitions
(1) Internet and interactive computer serv-

ice terms are defined as they are in the Com-
munications Act of 1934, as amended by the
1996 Telecommunications Act.

(2) Defines tax to include any tax, license
or fee imposed by any governmental entity
and includes the imposition on the seller of
an obligation to collect and remit a tax im-
posed on the buyer.∑

f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 72

At the request of Mr. KYL, the name
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
COATS] was added as a cosponsor of S.
72, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to provide a reduction
in the capital gain rates for all tax-
payers, and for other purposes.

S. 73

At the request of Mr. KYL, the name
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
COATS] was added as a cosponsor of S.
73, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to repeal the corporate
alternative minimum tax.

S. 74

At the request of Mr. KYL, the name
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2285March 13, 1997
COATS] was added as a cosponsor of S.
74, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to limit the tax rate
for certain small businesses, and for
other purposes.

S. 75

At the request of Mr. KYL, the names
of the Senator from Colorado [Mr. AL-
LARD] and the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. MURKOWSKI] were added as cospon-
sors of S. 75, a bill to repeal the Fed-
eral estate and gift taxes and the tax
on generation-skipping transfers.

S. 76

At the request of Mr. KYL, the name
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
COATS] was added as a cosponsor of S.
76, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to increase the
expensing limitation to $250,000.

S. 102

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
names of the Senator from Maine [Ms.
COLLINS], the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. FORD], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BRYAN], the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. INHOFE], and the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND]
were added as cosponsors of S. 102, a
bill to amend title XVIII of the Social
Security Act to improve medicare
treatment and education for bene-
ficiaries with diabetes by providing
coverage of diabetes outpatient self-
management training services and uni-
form coverage of blood-testing strips
for individuals with diabetes.

S. 181

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 181, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide that installment sales of certain
farmers not be treated as a preference
item for purposes of the alternative
minimum tax.

S. 191

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. HAGEL] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 191, a bill to throttle criminal use
of guns.

S. 252

At the request of Mr. GREGG, the
names of the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. FORD] and the Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. GRAHAM] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 252, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide a reduction in the capital gains
tax for assets held more than 2 years,
to impose a surcharge on short-term
capital gains, and for other purposes.

S. 261

At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the
name of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
SMITH] was added as a cosponsor of S.
261, a bill to provide for a biennial
budget process and a biennial appro-
priations process and to enhance over-
sight and the performance of the Fed-
eral Government.

S. 263

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL,
the name of the Senator from New Jer-

sey [Mr. TORRICELLI] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 263, a bill to prohibit the
import, export, sale, purchase, posses-
sion, transportation, acquisition, and
receipt of bear viscera or products that
contain or claim to contain bear
viscera, and for other purposes.

S. 278

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
WARNER] was added as a cosponsor of S.
278, a bill to guarantee the right of all
active duty military personnel, mer-
chant mariners, and their dependents
to vote in Federal, State, and local
elections.

S. 357

At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the
name of the Senator from Washington
[Mr. GORTON] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 357, a bill to authorize the Bureau
of Land Management to manage the
Grand Staircase-Escalante National
Monument, and for other purposes.

S. 373

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
[Ms. MIKULSKI] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 373, a bill to amend title
XXVII of the Public Health Service Act
and part 7 of subtitle B of title I of the
Employee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974 to establish standards for
protection of consumers in managed
care plans and other health plans.

S. 389

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. COCHRAN], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. MCCAIN], the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. ALLARD], and the Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK]
were added as cosponsors of S. 389, a
bill to improve congressional delibera-
tion on proposed Federal/private sector
mandates, and for other purposes.

S. 419

At the request of Mr. BOND, the
names of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DURBIN] and the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. LUGAR] were added as cosponsors
of S. 419, a bill to provide surveillance,
research, and services aimed at preven-
tion of birth defects, and for other pur-
poses.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 18

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the
name of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
WYDEN] was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Joint Resolution 18, a joint res-
olution proposing an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States re-
lating to contributions and expendi-
tures intended to affect elections.

SENATE RESOLUTION 57

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. ASHCROFT] was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Resolution 57, a resolu-
tion to support the commemoration of
the bicentennial of the Lewis and Clark
Expedition.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 7—RELATIVE TO COST-OF-
LIVING ADJUSTMENTS
Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Ms. MI-

KULSKI, Mr. WARNER and Mr. AKAKA)
submitted the following concurrent
resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs:

S. CON. RES. 7
Whereas over the years, Federal employees

and retirees have regularly been forced to
bear a disproportionate share in connection
with deficit reduction: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that cost-of-living adjustments
for Federal retirees should be paid beginning
in January of each year, as current law pre-
scribes, and should not be delayed, whether
as part of a budget agreement or otherwise.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am
pleased to submit along with Senators
MIKULSKI, WARNER, and AKAKA, this
sense-of-the-Congress resolution. It is a
simple resolution which clearly states
that it is the sense of the Congress that
Federal retiree COLA’s should not be
delayed.

After 3 years of having their cost-of-
living adjustments delayed, Federal re-
tirees finally saw equity restored this
year when their COLA adjustment be-
came effective in January instead of
April. Federal retirees should continue
to receive their COLA on time, in line
with all other Federal cost-of-living
adjustments.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the average Federal retiree
would lose an estimated $915 over the
next 5 years if a three-month COLA
delay is reinstated. To many of our Na-
tion’s more than 2 million Federal re-
tirees, this can mean a significant dif-
ference in the calculation of their year-
ly living expenses.

Further delaying Federal retiree
COLA’s would, in my view, set a dan-
gerous, unfounded precedent where cut-
ting or altering Federal retiree and
employee benefits to effect cost sav-
ings becomes an all too regular and ac-
cepted practice.

Mr. President, Federal retirees have
served this Nation with the expecta-
tion that the benefits they have earned
will be excluded from the pressures of
achieving arbitrary budgetary targets.
Disparate treatment of COLA recipi-
ents goes against longstanding con-
gressional policy that for more than 25
years has ensured COLA equity for all
retirees, and I urge my colleagues to
join me in support of this important
resolution.
∑ Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, today
I am joining with my colleagues, Sen-
ator SARBANES, Senator WARNER, and
Senator AKAKA to submit a very impor-
tant resolution. Our resolution states a
simple fact—federal retirees should not
be singled out for delays in their cost
of living adjustments.

As my colleagues know, 1997 was the
first year since 1993 that Federal retir-
ees received a timely COLA. Their
COLA’s were delayed until April for
the last 3 years as part of the 1993 defi-
cit reduction plan. They were willing
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to accept this delay because they knew
that they would have to do their fair
share to help us control the budget def-
icit. Many of them said to me, ‘‘Sen-
ator, I’m willing to tighten my belt an-
other notch to help this country, as
long as everyone else is asked to do the
same.’’

Now we have a situation where retir-
ees are being asked to tighten the belt
again. Except this time they are being
singled out for special treatment. We
have proposals to delay Federal retiree
COLA’s for another 4 years. I don’t
think that’s right —it’s not fair and its
not equitable. I think all COLA’s—Fed-
eral, military, and Social Security
should be paid on time. They should be
reliable and they should be accurate.
We owe our seniors, our Government
retirees, and our military retirees
nothing less.

I am very disturbed by the recent
trend of promises broken to Federal
employees, and retirees. I believe that
promises made should be promises
kept. When Federal employees signed
up for service, they agreed to defer
some compensation until retirement.
They knew that they would make less
salary than in the private sector, but
they also knew that they would have a
stable benefits package of health insur-
ance, life insurance, and retirement. If
we delay their COLA’s again we are
telling them—sorry, we did not exactly
tell you the truth when you signed up
for service. We are telling them that
they cannot rely on the benefits that
they planned their retirements around.

I do not think this is the way we
should run our Government, and it’s
not the way we should treat our Gov-
ernment retirees. I am working to
make sure we honor our commitments,
and I urge all my colleagues to do the
same and support this resolution.∑

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today as a cosponsor of legislation ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that
Federal retirement cost-of-living ad-
justments [COLA’s] should not be de-
layed.

I join with my colleagues Senator
SARBANES and Senator MIKULSKI of
Maryland, and Senator AKAKA of Ha-
waii in opposing President Clinton’s
fiscal year 1998 budget proposal to
delay Federal retiree cost-of-living ad-
justments [COLA’s].

It was a matter of great satisfaction
to me that the balanced budget pro-
posal approved by the Congress in 1995
provided for full CPI-based COLA’s for
Federal retirees each January through
the year 2002. That legislation was ve-
toed by President Bill Clinton on De-
cember 6, 1995.

The President has once again indi-
cated his lack of support for COLA eq-
uity by submitting his fiscal year 1998
budget proposal including delayed Fed-
eral retiree COLA’s. It is my intention
to strenuously oppose the President’s
inequitable COLA policy whenever pos-
sible. I will be looking to the Federal
retiree community for support in this
effort as the fiscal year 1998 budget
process continues.

Federal retirees must be treated eq-
uitably in terms of cost-of-living ad-
justments [COLA’s] and income secu-
rity. You may recall that in 1986, I was
an original cosponsor of the COLA eq-
uity amendment, landmark legislation
which guaranteed equal COLA treat-
ment for all participants in Govern-
ment retirement programs—Social Se-
curity, civil service, and military.
From that point until President Clin-
ton’s Deficit Reduction Act of 1993, full
CPI-based COLA’s were provided for all
retirees each January 1.

Regrettably, President Clinton’s 1993
budget departed from the policy of
COLA equity in that a series of COLA
deferrals were put in place for civil
service, and military retirees. As you
know, Social Security recipients were
not affected. What you may not know
is that last year, I sponsored legisla-
tion which was enacted into law to at
least retain COLA equity for the mili-
tary and civil service. A damaging pro-
posal had surfaced to further delay
civil service COLA’s to help fund mili-
tary COLA’s, an unworkable and unfair
proposition. I vigorously opposed it and
fought for its defeat.

It is time once again to stand and op-
pose this COLA inequity for Federal re-
tirees. I urge my colleagues to support
this resolution to restore equity for all
retirees.
f

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 8—RELATIVE TO COST-OF-
LIVING ADJUSTMENTS
Mr. ROBB submitted the following

concurrent resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs:

S. CON. RES. 8
Whereas over the years Federal retirees

have been asked to share in efforts to reduce
the deficit by delaying their annual cost-of-
living adjustment while retirees under other
Federal programs who also receive cost-of-
living adjustments were not delayed:

Whereas it would be inequitable to con-
tinue delaying cost-of-living adjustments for
Federal retirees when like delays for simi-
larly situated retirees under other systems
are not under consideration: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the United States Senate (the
House concurring), That it is the sense of the
Congress that cost-of-living adjustments for
Federal retirees should be paid at the same
time as other retirees receiving federal cost-
of-living adjustments.

Mr. ROBB. Madam President, I sub-
mit a concurrent resolution expressing
the sense of the Congress that all Fed-
eral annuitants should receive their
cost-of-living adjustments at the same
time.

This resolution is very similar to one
submitted by my colleague from Mary-
land, and cosponsored by the other dis-
tinguished Senator from Maryland and
my own esteemed colleague, the senior
Senator from Virginia. And while I
agree with them in spirit, I could not
support the wording of their resolution
so I am here to offer my own.

As we are all aware by now, the
President’s budget proposal would

delay Federal retiree cost-of-living ad-
justments from their statutory date of
January 1 to April 1 until the year 2002.
This same budget proposal, however,
would leave the effective date for
COLA’s for other Federal COLA recipi-
ents at January 1, thus singling out
Federal civilian retirees as the only
Federal beneficiaries with their
COLA’s delayed. This seems blatantly
unfair and violates the principle of
COLA equity that so many of us have
espoused over the years. If the budget
justification is there to delay one
group, then why isn’t it there for the
others? Conversely, if there is a policy
justification for not delaying certain
retirees, then why are Federal retirees
any different?

I could not join my colleagues in co-
sponsoring their resolution because I
can see a point where a policy decision
to treat everyone equitably could re-
sult in delaying COLA’s across all of
these programs. That is not what I be-
lieve we need to do this year, and I’ll
continue to support efforts to equalize
COLA’s in January. I could not, how-
ever, in good conscience cosponsor a
resolution which I might contradict at
a later point in time.

As an alternative, I am offering a
concurrent resolution which expresses
the sense of the Congress that COLA’s
for all of these Federal annuitants and
beneficiaries should be paid at the
same time. The resolution deliberately
does not state a date certain, simply
that the principle of equity between
them should prevail.
f

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 9—RELATIVE TO COUNTER-
DRUG ACTIVITIES
Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr.

DOMENICI, Mr. DODD, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr.
BIDEN, and Mr. LUGAR) submitted the
following concurrent resolution; which
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations:

S. CON. RES. 9
Whereas the international drug trade poses

a direct threat to the United States and to
international efforts to promote democracy,
economic stability, human rights, and the
rule of law;

Whereas approximately 12,800,000 Ameri-
cans use illegal drugs, including 1,500,000 co-
caine users, 600,000 heroin addicts, and
9,800,000 smokers of marijuana;

Whereas illegal drug use occurs among
members of every ethnic and socioeconomic
group in the United States;

Whereas 10.9 percent of all children be-
tween 12 years and 17 years of age use illegal
drugs, and one child in four claims to have
been offered illegal drugs in the last year;

Whereas drug-related illness, death, and
crime cost the United States approximately
$66,900,000,000 in 1996, including costs for lost
productivity, premature death, and incarcer-
ation;

Whereas effective treatment and preven-
tion is required to break the cycle that links
illegal drugs to violent crime in the United
States and to reduce the social and economic
costs to the United States of illegal drug use;

Whereas such treatment and prevention
depend on our ability to prevent the flow of
illegal drugs through our orders through ef-
fective cooperation with other nations;
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Whereas according to the Department of

State, Mexico is the source of between 20 and
30 percent of the heroin and 70 percent of the
marijuana shipped into the United States
and is a transit point for between 50 and 70
percent of the cocaine shipped into the Unit-
ed States;

Whereas drug traffickers along the United
States border with Mexico smuggle approxi-
mately $10,000,000,000 worth of narcotics into
the United States annually, and the drug
trade generates approximately $30,000,000,000
annually for the Mexican economy;

Whereas there has been a failure to take
effective action against drug cartels and
other significant narcotics traffickers in
Mexico, including the Juarez and Tijuana
drug cartels;

Whereas Mexico has failed to honor re-
quests by the United States for extradition
of Mexican nationals indicted in our courts
on drug-related charges;

Whereas the number of drug seizures in
Mexico in 1996 was only half the number of
seizures in 1993, and the number of drug-re-
lated arrests in Mexico in 1996 was only half
the number of such arrests in 1992;

Whereas there is evidence of official cor-
ruption in the counter-drug forces of Mexico,
including the recent arrest of General Jesus
Gutierrez Rebollo, the highest-ranking
counter-drug official of the Government of
Mexico;

Whereas the Government of Mexico has re-
fused to permit United States agents to
carry their weapons on the Mexican side of
the United States border with Mexico;

Whereas the banking and financial sectors
in Mexico lack mechanisms to prevent
money laundering; and

Whereas the Department of Treasury esti-
mates the amount of drug-related money-
laundering in Mexico in 1996 at nearly
$10,000,000,000: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress—

(1) to express concern about ineffective and
insufficient progress by Mexico in halting
the production in and transit through Mex-
ico of illegal drugs; and

(2) to urge the President of the United
States and the President of Mexico to expand
and strengthen their cooperative relation-
ship in order to make additional progress in
halting the production in and transit
through Mexico of illegal drugs, including
meaningful progress in—

(A) the dismantlement of major drug car-
tels in Mexico and the arrest of their leaders;

(B) the implementation by Mexico of effec-
tive money-laundering legislation;

(C) the compliance of Mexico with out-
standing extradition requests by the United
States, particularly those requested for ex-
tradition of Mexican nationals indicted in
our courts on drug-related charges;

(D) the interdiction of the flow of narcotics
and other controlled substances across the
land and sea border between the United
States and Mexico;

(E) the cooperation of Mexico with United
States law enforcement officials engaged in
counter-drug activities, including permission
for United States agents to carry weapons on
the Mexico side of the United States border;
and

(F) the implementation by Mexico of a
wide-ranging program to identify, eliminate,
and prosecute officials in Mexico, including
government, police, and military officials,
who are engaged in or corrupted by drug-re-
lated activities.

f

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 10—RELATIVE TO MEXICO
Mr. GRASSLEY submitted the fol-

lowing concurrent resolution; which

was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations:

S. CON. RES. 10
Whereas Mexico is one of the major source

countries for narcotic and psychotropic
drugs and other controlled substances enter-
ing the United States;

Whereas Mexico is a major transit country
for cocaine;

Whereas 70 percent to 80 percent of all for-
eign-grown marijuana in the United States
originates in Mexico;

Whereas criminal organizations in Mexico
are involved in smuggling across the United
States border;

Whereas criminal organizations in Mexico
are engaged in the routine corruption of
Mexican officials;

Whereas Mexico has not taken adequate
steps to prevent or punish bribery and other
forms of corruption;

Whereas Mexican President Ernesto
Zedillo has stated his commitment to ‘‘cre-
ate a nation of law,’’ combat drug traffick-
ing, investigate assassinations, and punish
official corruption at all levels;

Whereas Mexico has not taken adequate
steps to arrest or extradite major drug cartel
leaders;

Whereas the continued, large-scale trans-
portation of narcotic and psychotropic drugs
and other controlled substances from Mexico
to the United States is detrimental to the
vital national interests of the United States;

Whereas the Government of Mexico has not
taken sufficient steps to control its borders
against airborne and seaborne smuggling or
to implement a promise by President
Ernesto Zedillo to develop a radar network
along Mexico’s border and to take adequate
steps to arrest or extradite major drug cartel
leaders; and

Whereas the President determined and re-
ported to Congress pursuant to section 490(b)
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2291j(b)) that Mexico had taken suffi-
cient steps to combat international narcot-
ics trafficking: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that the President should
not certify Mexico pursuant to section
490(b)(1) of the Foreign Assistance Act (22
U.S.C. 2291j(b)(1)) on March 1, 1998, unless the
Government of Mexico demonstrates clear
progress in the following matters:

(1) Taking steps to develop and deploy a
southern tier of radars to monitor aircraft
flying into Mexico and to deploy intercep-
tion capability to close the air bridge into
Mexico.

(2) Arresting or extraditing major drug
trafficking kingpins and taking adequate
steps to disrupt the operations of major
criminal organizations operating in and
through Mexico.

(3) Taking adequate steps to stop the cor-
ruption of Mexican officials at all levels of
government and investigating accusations
against State governors and public officials.

(4) Taking swift action to implement re-
cent money-laundering and anti-crime legis-
lation.

(5) Permitting United States law enforce-
ment officials on the United States-Mexico
border to cross the border with their weap-
ons and reaching agreement to allow United
States law enforcement personnel to con-
tinue into Mexico while in ‘‘hot pursuit’’ of
suspects.

(7) Reaching an agreement to allow refuel-
ing for maritime and air interdiction assets.

(8) Reaching an agreement to permit ade-
quate cooperation with United States law
enforcement personnel for intercepting mari-
time smugglers.

(9) Developing and implementing measures
to control and monitor maritime smuggling
through major ports and container facilities.

(10) Deploying and using vetted units of
specially selected and trained law enforce-
ment personnel to disrupt drug trafficking
organizations.

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall
transmit a copy of this concurrent resolu-
tion to the President.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, there
is no dispute that a lot of drugs reach
this country through Mexico. Not we,
not the administration, not Mexico
challenge this fact. Just as clearly, we
must be concerned about this traffic in
illegal drugs. We must be concerned for
what this poisonous trade is doing to
our country and to our kids. We must
be concerned for what the drug money
that results from this trade is doing to
build criminal empires able to chal-
lenge and corrupt whole countries. For
these reasons, the United States and
Mexico have a shared interest in stop-
ping an illegal trade that is so damag-
ing to both our peoples and our institu-
tions.

Mexico acknowledges its responsibil-
ity to help in combating the produc-
tion and transit of illegal drugs. The
production and transit of these drugs
are illegal under Mexican law. Mexico
is a party to a variety of international
agreements to stop these practices. It
also has bilateral agreements with the
United States to the same effect. Thus,
by solemn agreement, Mexico, along
with most others countries, is commit-
ted in principle and practice to taking
effective action to stop illegal drug
production and transit.

The United States has a long and
deeply intertwined relationship with
Mexico, a relationship that is very im-
portant to both countries. Whether for
good or ill, we are linked to Mexico and
Mexico to us. Thus, we must be par-
ticularly thoughtful in how we treat
that relationship.

The resolution I am offering today
does not amend the certification proc-
ess. It does not change the President’s
decision to certify Mexico—today.
What it does do is send a clear, strong
message from Congress that, while we
have heard many promises, we have
seen little action. And actions—appro-
priate actions—are paramount. While a
change in the certification process may
be necessary, doing so without taking
the time to hold hearings or look at
the possible solutions is hasty. We need
to consider our next steps carefully.

There has been a lot of discussion in
the last few days on what to do about
Mexico. The discussion has tended to
go from conditions that proposed to go
too far, in my judgment, to approaches
that do not go far enough. Clearly,
striking the right balance on this im-
portant issue is not easy. In my view,
however, we must lay down bench-
marks with a clear time frame for de-
ciding what Congress regards as the
minimum we expect. After all that has
been said and done in the last several
days, to do less falls shy of doing any-
thing.

My resolution affords the Congress
the time to make a reasoned deter-
mination about what to do. It requires
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the Administration to base its decision
next March 1 on a specific set of meas-
urable benchmarks. In brief, my pro-
posal requires progress on nine specific
issues. These include progress on estab-
lishing an interdiction network of ra-
dars, progress on extradition, progress
on dealing with corruption, steps to re-
solve carry weapons, steps to reach a
maritime agreement, and steps to re-
solve refueling rights.

I believe that this approach and these
measures give us the reasonable terms
of reference for how to proceed. This
approach gives us the opportunity and
time to develop the cooperation on the
drug issue that I believe we all want.

This resolution outlines both the
concerns that have been expressed by
Congress and what we expect Mexico to
accomplish before March 1, 1998. Not
rhetoric, but actions. We ought to pro-
ceed with care before we take steps to
fundamentally alter the United States-
Mexican relationship. But we must
keep faith with our responsibilities to
the public.
f

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 11—RELATIVE TO A NUTRI-
TION PROGRAM

Mr. GREGG (for himself, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr. KENNEDY)
submitted the following concurrent
resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources:

S. CON. RES. 11

Whereas older individuals who receive
proper nutrition tend to live longer,
healthier lives;

Whereas older individuals who receive
meals through the nutrition programs car-
ried out under the Older Americans Act of
1965 (42 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.) have better nutri-
tion than older individuals who do not par-
ticipate in the programs;

Whereas through the programs 123,000,000
meals were served to approximately 2,500,000
older individuals in congregate settings, and
119,000,000 meals were served to approxi-
mately 989,000 homebound older individuals
in 1995;

Whereas older individuals who participate
in congregate nutrition programs carried out
under the Act benefit not only from meals,
but also from social interaction with their
peers, which has a positive influence on their
mental health;

Whereas every dollar provided for nutri-
tion services under the Older Americans Act
of 1965 is supplemented by $1.70 from State,
local, tribal, and other Federal funds;

Whereas home-delivered meals provided
under the Act are an important part of every
community’s home and community based
long-term care program to assist older indi-
viduals to remain independent in their
homes;

Whereas the home-delivered meals rep-
resent a lifeline to many vulnerable older in-
dividuals who are not able to shop and pre-
pare meals for themselves;

Whereas the nutrition programs carried
out under the Act successfully target the
older individuals who are in greatest need
and most vulnerable in the community; and

Whereas the nutrition programs have as-
sisted millions of older individuals beginning
with the enactment of Public Law 92–258,
which established the first Federal nutrition

program for older individuals, and continu-
ing throughout the 25-year history of the
programs: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Senate—

(1) celebrates the 25th anniversary of the
first amendment to the Older Americans Act
of 1965 to establish a nutrition program for
older individuals, and

(2) recognizes that nutrition programs car-
ried out under the Older Americans Act of
1965 continuously have made an invaluable
contribution to the well-being of older indi-
viduals.

f

SENATE RESOLUTION 63—PRO-
CLAIMING ‘‘NATIONAL CHAR-
ACTER COUNTS WEEK’’
Mr. DOMENICI (for himself, Mr.

DODD, Mr. COCHRAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
BENNETT, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. FRIST,
Mr. CLELAND, Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr.
SPECTER) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

S. RES. 63
Whereas young people will be the stewards

of our communities, Nation, and world in
critical times, and the present and future
well-being of our society requires an in-
volved, caring citizenry with good character;

Whereas concerns about the character
training of children have taken on a new
sense of urgency as violence by and against
youth threatens the physical and psycho-
logical well-being of the Nation;

Whereas more than ever, children need
strong and constructive guidance from their
families and their communities, including
schools, youth organizations, religious insti-
tutions, and civic groups;

Whereas the character of a nation is only
as strong as the character of its individual
citizens;

Whereas the public good is advanced when
young people are taught the importance of
good character and that character counts in
personal relationships, in school, and in the
workplace;

Whereas scholars and educators agree that
people do not automatically develop good
character and, therefore, conscientious ef-
forts must be made by institutions and indi-
viduals that influence youth to help young
people develop the essential traits and char-
acteristics that comprise good character;

Whereas although character development
is, first and foremost, an obligation of fami-
lies, the efforts of faith communities,
schools, and youth, civic, and human service
organizations also play a very important
role in supporting family efforts by fostering
and promoting good character;

Whereas the Senate encourages students,
teachers, parents, youth, and community
leaders to recognize the valuable role our
youth play in the present and future of our
Nation and to recognize that character is an
important part of that future;

Whereas in July 1992, the Aspen Declara-
tion was written by an eminent group of edu-
cators, youth leaders, and ethics scholars for
the purpose of articulating a coherent frame-
work for character education appropriate to
a diverse and pluralistic society;

Whereas the Aspen Declaration states, ‘‘Ef-
fective character education is based on core
ethical values which form the foundation of
democratic society.’’;

Whereas the core ethical values identified
by the Aspen Declaration constitute the 6
core elements of character;

Whereas the 6 core elements of character
are trustworthiness, respect, responsibility,
fairness, caring, and citizenship;

Whereas the 6 core elements of character
transcend cultural, religious, and socio-
economic differences;

Whereas the Aspen Declaration states,
‘‘The character and conduct of our youth re-
flect the character and conduct of society;
therefore, every adult has the responsibility
to teach and model the core ethical values
and every social institution has the respon-
sibility to promote the development of good
character.’’;

Whereas the Senate encourages individuals
and organizations, especially those who have
an interest in the education and training of
our youth, to adopt the 6 core elements of
character as intrinsic to the well-being of in-
dividuals, communities, and society as a
whole; and

Whereas the Senate encourages commu-
nities, especially schools and youth organi-
zations, to integrate the 6 core elements of
character into programs serving students
and children: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—
(1) proclaims the week of October 19

through October 25, 1997, as ‘‘National Char-
acter Counts Week’’; and

(2) requests that the President issue a
proclamation calling upon the people of the
United States and interested groups to em-
brace the 6 core elements of character and to
observe the week with appropriate cere-
monies and activities.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise
today to join my colleagues, both Re-
publican and Democrat—and especially
Senator DOMENICI—in submitting this
year’s resolution to designate the week
of October 19–25 as Character Counts
Week.

I believe it is important that we put
character back into our vocabulary.
The American people are crying out for
virtue and values—character does
count and it’s essential that we focus
our efforts in extending this message.

The Character Counts movement,
which emphasizes trustworthiness, re-
spect, responsibility, fairness, caring,
and citizenship, seeks to teach the core
elements of good character to our Na-
tion’s young people.

One of the most important things we
can ever do for our children is to help
them learn and understand the value of
virtue and the importance of character.

The Character Counts Coalition is
gaining momentum across the country,
and I am proud to be a part of that ef-
fort.

I think it is clear from the reports
every night on the news, that such a
movement has never been more timely.
I am proud that the citizens of my
home State, Tennessee, have joined the
call for character renewal.

Last year, I spoke of the city of
Greeneville, TN, which put together a
character education program featuring
10 community virtues including self-re-
spect, respect for others, perseverance,
courtesy, fairness and justice, respon-
sibility, honesty, kindness, self-dis-
cipline, and courage. Since then,
Greeneville has extended its character
education program from the city
schools to the county school district,
too.

Mr. President, I am proud that
Hamblen County schools in Morris-
town, TN, have adopted the Character
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Counts Program with the leadership
provided by their school superintend-
ent, Ernest Walker. In addition, they
have a local advisory board composed
of parents and leaders involved with
youth activities in their professional
and volunteer capacities.

Gary Chesney, a school board mem-
ber has said ‘‘It’s good for schools to
reinforce the job parents do at home
with their kids.’’

I had the opportunity to attend the
kickoff event for the Sullivan County
schools’ Character Counts Program.
Juvenile Court Judge, Steve Jones,
helped initiate this effort and is an
outstanding example of how one person
can make a difference in a community.
Judge Jones calls Character Counts
‘‘the ultimate prevention program.’’

In a way, the Character Counts
movement—I believe—is an act of re-
newal. By welcoming our children into
a world of shared values and ideals, we
invite them to continue the task of
preserving the principles we hold most
dear.

Mr. President, Tennesseans have
joined the national effort to save our
children from the moral decay we see
all around us because they recognize
that the only way to preserve this
great democracy—this system that re-
quires so much from each of us—and
our American way of life, is to instill
virtue and moral fortitude in the next
generation of Americans.

This will not happen without our ef-
fort, and without the incredible leader-
ship of movement like Character
Counts. Again, I commend Senator DO-
MENICI, and all those who are working
so hard, to make character count once
again in the United States of America.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might
I first say to my good friend, Senator
FRIST, from Tennessee, I compliment
you on your remarks and thank you
very much for what you are doing. I be-
lieve we are on to something. I believe
people in your State and in my State
and in every State in America are be-
ginning to understand that the time is
now—in fact, it might be past—for us
to empower our teachers and parents
once again to inject a very common,
ordinary idea into the classroom where
our children spend much of their time.
Students, in an attempt to learn how
to be grownup, self-sustaining citizens
need to be empowered in our class-
rooms, in various ways, with character
education, plain and simple.

Before this movement, many teach-
ers were frightened to talk about trust-
worthiness, which means you should
not lie, which means there is a virtue
to honesty, which means that you
ought to be loyal. When you make a
commitment, you ought to live up to
it.

Many of our teachers and principals
and superintendents were frightened of
the notion that we would talk with our
young people about responsibility.
They thought that was an infringe-
ment some way or another on some-
body, somewhere, somehow who ought
to be teaching this.

Respect: Our teachers were fright-
ened with the notion that we ought to
actually use that word and get our
young people to understand the word
‘‘respect’’ has meaning and to find
ways to instill into our classrooms, and
thus into our children, the idea of basic
human respect, one person for another.

Or fairness, or caring, or citizenship.
Those six simple words—the six pil-

lars—form the nucleus for what is com-
monly known as Character Counts that
is associated with the Character
Counts Coalition of America.

Today, for the fourth year, with the
assistance of the original cosponsors,
Senators DODD, COCHRAN, MIKULSKI,
BENNETT, LIEBERMAN, KEMPTHORNE,
DORGAN, FRIST, and CLELAND, and I am
sure many others will join us, we are
going to adopt soon in this Senate a
resolution setting aside a week in our
Nation when our communities, our
schools, and our businesses will partici-
pate in character development pro-
grams. These six pillars of character
that I have just described will come
once again to the forefront and will be-
come commonplace words for the
participatory activities of the previous
year and with renewed commitments in
the future.

I am very proud to say that since the
Aspen Declaration was adopted—an
event which occurred sometime in 1990
or thereabouts under the auspices of an
ethics foundation known as the Joseph-
son Foundation, headed by an ethics
professional and lawyer named Michael
Josephson—an event attended by about
70 or 80 Americans from all walks of
life, after 2 or 3 days of discussions
they came forth with these six pillars
of character and this notion of Char-
acter Counts. These six pillars are
words that we should get back into our
children’s vocabulary and into their
daily lives. Since that meeting, the
program relies almost exclusively on
action at the grassroots. There is a
modest national effort directing this
program, but the real efforts are at the
grassroots to take those six words and
put them into our daily lives.

I am proud to say, and perhaps brag,
that the State among all the States
that is doing the most in this area is
the State of New Mexico. I took this
notion to my home city of Albuquerque
and asked Mayor Chavez to help me,
and together we started a Character
Counts Program for the city. Believe it
or not, it has spread from that commu-
nity to almost every community in
New Mexico. I will soon, just for the
record, state the counties, municipali-
ties, and school districts wherein Char-
acter Counts is now a vital part of
daily life.

Now, fellow Senators, if you want to
do something exciting, you get Char-
acter Counts started in your States.
You go on one of your recesses to visit
a grade school, a grade school that has
the six pillars of character not only in
the vocabulary day by day in that
school but in the month-by-month se-
lection of one of those words as the

word of the month, whereby all the
students practice the word ‘‘respon-
sibility.’’

Now, they all do it differently. No-
body has a book on this. Nobody says
exactly how it ought to be done. But if
you want to do something exciting,
start this program and get your school
boards committed, the superintendents
committed, and then get the teachers
committed, and you will see something
very dramatic happen. The teachers
are excited that for once they have
been relieved of the fear of discussing
good character, and you will find that
with parent groups and others this is
becoming a vital and important part of
the daily education life.

I frequently go to these schools when
they are having their monthly assem-
bly. That is how most of them do it.
They have a monthly assembly, they
commend people, grant certificates,
give awards. I am reminded of one
where the grade school was putting on
a play with reference to the monthly
word which was ‘‘responsibility.’’
Something very, very funny happened.
They had chosen Little Red Riding
Hood as their skit. I had a lot of dif-
ficulty understanding how that had to
do with the word of the month, ‘‘re-
sponsibility.’’ As that wonderful skit
completed, they recalled how Little
Red Riding Hood did not quite follow
the instructions that were given to her
by her parents and went astray and, as
a result, all these things happened, in-
cluding in the one version where the
grandma got eaten up by the wolf.
When they finished the play, they all
stood up front, and their meaning of
‘‘responsibility’’ was that if Little Red
Riding Hood had followed the direc-
tions given by her parents and been
more responsive, and thus responsible,
then nothing bad would have happened
to grandma. I am not sure everybody
takes the story that way, but in a
sense it shows you how young people,
helped by adults, can get the message
across.

I was recently in a community of
Clovis, NM. A grade school there has
been heavily involved in Character
Counts. As my wife and I walked in to
visit, they had just recently composed,
under the direction of their wonderful
music teacher, a song with its own
melody and its words about the six pil-
lars of character, and everyone in the
school would soon know it. Part of the
participation in the Character Counts
program is this kind of activity.

This resolution endorses character
education for children. It clearly states
that children need, first and foremost,
strong and constructive guidance from
their families. In addition, children’s
communities—including schools, youth
organizations, religious institutions,
and civic groups—play an important
supportive role in fostering and pro-
moting good character. The resolution
identifies six core elements of char-
acter that transcend cultural, reli-
gious, and socioeconomic differences
that are intrinsic to the well-being of
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individuals, communities, and society
as a whole: Trustworthiness, Respect,
Responsibility, Fairness, Caring, and
Citizenship.

These six simple elements are com-
monly referred to as the six pillars of
character. They represent the values
that define us at our best—the common
ground we can build upon—individual
by individual, family by family, com-
munity by community. Arguably, there
can be many additions to this list.
These six, however, are ones that can
serve as the core elements of good
character.

Since introduction of the first ‘‘Na-
tional Character Counts Week’’ resolu-
tion, we are witnessing an enormous
groundswell of interest in the issue of
character education. Secretary of Edu-
cation Riley speaks to this issue often
in his public addresses, and countless
other educators have programs and
training sessions to promote character
development activities. More impor-
tant, however, is the extraordinary
support of character education at the
local level. This is where character de-
velopment programs are the best be-
cause they involve the children and the
community at large. And, character
education is not just for children, it is
for everyone who cares deeply about
the social and cultural pulse of this
country.

As the resolution quotes from the
Aspen Declaration: ‘‘The character and
conduct of our youth reflect the char-
acter and conduct of society; therefore,
every adult has the responsibility to
teach and model the core ethical val-
ues and every social institution has the
responsibility to promote the develop-
ment of good character.’’

From everything I have seen in the
State of New Mexico, children and
adults alike are embracing the six pil-
lars of character. They are finding
ways to spread the message—from
plays, to musical groups, to school les-
sons, to printing the messages on bill-
boards. Let me just briefly outline a
few of the community initiatives and
related activities that support the
character-building idea:

The Albuquerque Public School
(APS) system has endorsed the incor-
poration of character education pro-
grams in all of its 119 schools. It esti-
mates that between 80–90 percent of its
89,000 students have been introduced to
the Character Counts program.

The Archdiocese of Santa Fe Catholic
Schools system has incorporated Char-
acter Counts programs in all of its 21
schools—from preschool through sen-
iors in high school—and has inter-
woven the six pillars of character in all
of its classes.

The New Mexico television and radio
media have jointly cooperated to pro-
mote Character Counts through news
coverage, public service announce-
ments, and incorporating Character
Counts in most of their other public af-
fairs projects. For example, there is
now an annual Character Counts Care
Fair each December. All of the tele-

vision stations take part, illustrating
their Christmas charitable projects;
they used the Character Counts theme
in all of their air promotions for their
holiday collection drives. Additionally,
the KOB–TV/Hubbard Foundation made
Character Counts one of the founda-
tion’s major grantees in 1996, with the
award of $5,000 to be used by the Albu-
querque Character Counts Coalition to
help promote the character education
initiative.

In Farmington, the San Juan County
Character Counts group has translated
each of the six pillars into the Navajo
language and produces posters for the
children.

In Gallup, the McKinley County
School District incorporates Character
Counts into its schools, and the local
Character Counts organization is devel-
oping a business community program
to help support school and civic activi-
ties.

The Las Cruces Character Counts
Partnership Taskforce selected three
students for special recognition for
their Character Counts achievements.
The elementary and secondary student
winners received a day with the mayor
and the Governor of New Mexico, and
the high school winner received a 3-day
visit to Washington, DC, including at-
tendance at the inauguration of Presi-
dent Clinton.

The New Mexico State Department of
Education has initiated plans to com-
mence an overall assessment program
to provide basic data to determine fu-
ture needs, changes, additions, and
modifications of the program through-
out the State.

The Lea County Coalition for Char-
acter Counts planned an entire week of
activities for last year’s Character
Counts Week. It included an art show
of children’s works at the city library
depicting people in situations showing
respect and responsibility. It also in-
cluded a chamber of commerce-spon-
sored hotline that ran public service
announcements for Character Counts
Week.

The Character Counts student coun-
cil from Gadsden High School formed
committees for cleaning up the school
and school grounds, developed door
contests in the school and public an-
nouncements at football games on the
six pillar words, and participated in the
school talent show with Character
Counts lessons.

The Roswell Character Counts Part-
nership Taskforce has initiated train-
ing programs for all youth league pro-
gram coaches and volunteers to include
character programs in summer youth
activities.

T–VI—Technical Vocational Insti-
tute—in Albuquerque now offers two 5-
week sessions on Character Counts.

I have given but just a fraction of the
exciting programs and initiatives
under way in the State of New Mexico
to promote the six pillars of good char-
acter. Literally thousands and thou-
sands of children and families, schools,
youth organizations and businesses are

involved in these endeavors. Simply
put, the people of the State have said it
is OK to talk about and practice the
traits of trustworthiness, respect, re-
sponsibility, fairness, caring, and citi-
zenship.

Practicing the principles of character
goes beyond the schools too. In Albu-
querque, and now other communities
are picking up the idea, an entirely
new program is being launched: Char-
acter Counts in the Workplace, spon-
sored by regional chambers of com-
merce. The stated goal of this program
is to put the six pillars of character
into the workplace ‘‘so we can count on
one another to make principle-based
decisions rather than merely expedient
ones throughout the New Mexico busi-
ness community.’’ As one New Mexican
said, ‘‘People may not believe what you
say, but they do believe what you do.’’

Practicing the principles of good
character is for everyone. I am im-
mensely proud of what the people of
New Mexico have done in 4 short years
to awaken one another to the benefits
of practicing good character traits. It
is an effort that has brought all ages of
people together, in all professions, to
work a little harder to bring civility in
our relationships with one another.

I would like to close with some words
from His Excellency, Michael J.
Sheehan, Archbishop of Santa Fe, in
his letter endorsing the Character
Counts program in the 21 Catholic
schools in the Santa Fe Archdiocese:

Our Catholic schools assist parents in their
efforts to help their children understand that
God commands us to be honest, just, truth-
ful, faithful, kind, generous, and forgiving.
Character Counts provides the common lan-
guage for citizens of all ages and all walks of
life. Every educator knows the key to an ef-
fective education is consistency and repeti-
tion—from the pulpit to the boardroom to
the playground. Let us be consistent with
our brothers and sisters in our Nation’s com-
munity by integrating this common lan-
guage into our everyday encounters with our
children, our families, our colleagues.

Mr. President, National Character
Counts Week represents an important
time to set aside and observe the thou-
sands of local programs and individuals
who believe we can endorse and prac-
tice six pillars of good character. It is
families, schools, civic and social orga-
nizations, local and State govern-
ments, businesses, and ordinary citi-
zens who are participating in this
movement. We, too, can be a part of
this movement by supporting this reso-
lution.

So, I could not be more pleased, even
thrilled at what is happening in my
State. I am hopeful within a couple of
years we will be able to measure the
positive consequences that we think
are going to flow from building these
six words into the everyday vocabulary
of our children, incorporating them
just in the ordinary teaching every day
so that trustworthiness, respect, re-
sponsibility, fairness, caring and citi-
zenship might become a way of life. If
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ever we needed change in that direc-
tion and help in promulgating char-
acter, it is now. In fact, it is long past
due.

I am very hopeful that we are giving
parents, children, teachers and the en-
tire community a vehicle to promote
better character and build character
around these six very, very acceptable
words that I have repeated at least
once or twice—three times here on the
floor. That is the essence of the Char-
acter Counts Program. Get these six
pillars into the classroom, into the
daily vocabulary, into the teaching—
those ways that are used to teach our
young people. And then use innovation
and creativity to instill them.

I urge my colleagues to join us again
this year in cosponsoring and adopting
‘‘National Character Counts Week.’’
Thank you.

I know other Senators are waiting to
be heard, so I will yield especially to
my friend who is a cosponsor and one
of the early founders of this coalition
in the Senate, the distinguished Sen-
ator BENNETT from the State of Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I want
to thank my friend from New Mexico
not only for his statement here today
but for his leadership on this issue. I
remember, when he first called me sev-
eral Congresses ago and said he was
getting involved in this and would I be
interested in helping him, I was de-
lighted to do what I could to help him
because when the Senator from New
Mexico leads out, helping is always
pretty easy. With him as the leader,
things always move well and strongly
and in the right direction.

I can report that in the State of Utah
we have not been as focused on the six
pillars of character as they have been
in the State of New Mexico, but we
have not been lax in this particular
area.

1996 was Utah’s centennial year, 100
years since we had achieved statehood,
and the Governor of Utah, in the spirit
of the Character Counts initiative,
called for a discussion of values. He
created the Governors Commission on
Centennial Values. As a result of that
creation and the discussion that oc-
curred, we now have in Utah 12 values
in common that we talk about. I will
read them and get them into the
RECORD so we can understand how this
effort to get character into the school
curriculum and into the lives of our
young people is going forward all
across the country.

In Utah we value families. We value a
commitment to our community and
country. We value integrity. We value
honesty. We value respect for self and
others. We value lifelong learning. We
value caring service. We value work.
We value personal responsibility. We
value respect for the rule of law. We
value justice, fairness and freedoms,
and we value respect for the environ-
ment.

Those are the 12 values that came
out of the Governor’s Centennial Com-

mission, and I believe they are cer-
tainly compatible with the six pillars
of character that are supported by the
Character Counts coalition. Perhaps
now that our centennial is past and we
are into 1997, we can meld these two ef-
forts and get the Character Counts cur-
riculum into the schools in the manner
that the Senator from New Mexico has
done so well in his own State.

Mr. President, I am honored to be
one of the cosponsors of this effort, to
join with my friend from New Mexico
and to recognize, once again, his lead-
ership and service in this because this
has been, for him, not just something
to make a speech about on the Senate
floor and then forget; it has been some-
thing that he has pursued with vigor in
his own State and kept alive on the
part of the rest of us, who joined with
him in the initial effort.

I hope that all Senators will recog-
nize that this is not just motherhood
and apple pie, a quick thing to talk
about and then move on. ‘‘Our Nation
is indeed at risk,’’ to use the phrase
that came out of the educational effort
done during the Presidency of Presi-
dent Reagan, and headed by an educa-
tor from Utah, Terence Bell. It is at
risk not only because our young people
have deficiencies in their education in
technical skills, it is at risk because
there are deficiencies of the moral edu-
cation of our young people. We have to
have something like Character Counts
to help us move in the direction of re-
ducing that risk. I am honored to be a
part of the effort and pledge that I will
do what I can to see to it that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico and the others
in this program are given the support
they need.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
thank the Chair and my colleague from
New Mexico. I congratulate him for
this resolution focusing on character.
He has been a leader since his election
in 1972. Again, he has demonstrated
that today with this resolution on
character. I am pleased to join as a co-
sponsor of the resolution. It is an effort
to focus national attention on values
and morality, and to try to instill in
our young people and our older people,
as well, a sense that character does
count.

This is in line with legislation that
Senator SANTORUM and I have intro-
duced on abstinence. I have found that
the issue of abortion, the pro-life/pro-
choice controversy, is the most divisive
issue facing this country since slavery,
and that one way to try to pull the
country together is to focus on issues
where we all agree. When you talk
about premarital sex among teenagers,
leading to unintended pregnancies, and
therefore ultimately abortions, we can
all agree that such behavior must be
discouraged. That is an effort in a spe-
cific, targeted way to try to develop
and promote character. So I am pleased
to join with my distinguished colleague
on that important subject.
∑ Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President,
today I join my friend and colleague,

Senator DOMENICI in cosponsoring a
resolution to designate a week in Octo-
ber as ‘‘National Character Counts
Week.’’

This will mark the fourth consecu-
tive year that we have considered such
a resolution to honor the Character
Counts movement. It is small gesture,
but a meaningful one all the same. By
recognizing this program, Congress is
making an important statement about
both the value of character education
and the state of our values. We are say-
ing affirmatively that our public
schools can and must play a central
role in shaping the character and val-
ues of our children. And we are saying
that this kind of commitment, a com-
mitment to the principles undergirding
the Character Counts Program, is need-
ed now more than ever.

The reality, Mr. President, is that
the state of our values is not well. The
American people are deeply concerned
about the abundant evidence they see
of a real moral breakdown in our soci-
ety—so much so that polls taken over
the last few years routinely show that
the public is more worried about the
country’s moral decline than its eco-
nomic decline.

What’s driving this concern, which
many of us in this Chamber share, is an
understanding that our growing inabil-
ity to make moral distinctions, to
draw lines about right and wrong and
set boundaries about what is accept-
able behavior, is having real con-
sequences. We are recognizing that this
moral breakdown is contributing to
and exacerbating some of our society’s
most profound social ills, such as the
rising tide of ever more random and vi-
cious violence committed by ever more
younger killers, the disintegration of
the family, the crisis of teenage illegit-
imacy, the coarsening of our culture,
and the loss of civility in our polity
and our everyday lives.

More and more these days there is a
sense that our country is spiraling out
of control, and at the root of that feel-
ing is what might be called a values
vacuum. The traditional transmitters
of values that we have depended on for
generations to build character and bind
our moral safety net have lost much of
their power. One of those transmitters
is the family, which is under enormous
economic pressure these days and is
prey to divorce and other forms of
breakdown. Another transmitter is the
community and the loose connection of
local civic institutions we refer to as
civil society, which has weakened to
the point that an entire movement has
sprung up to renew it.

Then there are our public schools.
For generations the public school sys-
tem was the backbone of our democ-
racy, where children were not just
taught what is good grammar but what
it means to be a good citizen, and
where children of all backgrounds were
versed in a common set of core values.
But in recent years public schools have
increasingly lost that mission, and too
often shied away from questions of val-
ues and the formation of character. In
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the eyes of many families, some
schools might as well had signs out
front declaring them value-neutral
zones.

What is perhaps most disturbing
about this trend is that the values vac-
uum the schools have helped create is
being filled more and more these days
by the electronic media and the fre-
quently destructive messages it is bom-
barding our children with. The collec-
tive force of television, movies, music,
and video games is so influential that
many parents I talk to feel as if they
are in a competition with the culture
to raise their children and give them
strong values. The character traits
they are trying to instill in their chil-
dren are being openly contradicted by
the bulk of the messages kids are re-
ceiving about the acceptability and the
inconsequentiality of casual sex, the
contempt for all forms of authority,
and the appropriateness of settling a
dispute by putting a bullet through the
other person’s temple. The result is the
prevalence of what one leading expert
on child development calls the culture
of disrespect.

The media’s inability to make moral
distinctions and draw lines about right
and wrong makes it all the more im-
portant for us to strengthen our tradi-
tional values transmitters. And that is
why the Character Counts movement
deserves all the support we can pro-
vide. Rebuilding our families and our
communities will be a long, painstak-
ing process. But reviving the role of
schools in helping our children learn
about the fundamentals of character is
a challenge we can meet easily and
quickly.

In fact, the Character Counts pro-
gram has already done the hard part,
identifying the core values and prin-
ciples that we can all agree that we
want our schools to instill and rein-
force in our children. The question of
whose values? that is often asked has
been answered, with a consensus be-
hind our values—trustworthiness, re-
spect, responsibility, fairness, caring
for others, and citizenship.

I am heartened to know that the
Character Counts program is rapidly
spreading through communities across
the country, and I am particularly
proud that my State of Connecticut
has made a long-term commitment to
bring character education into every
school district in the State. With the
aid of a $250,000 grant from the U.S. De-
partment of Education last year, the
State took the first major step toward
that goal by selecting four commu-
nities for funding to introduce the
Character Counts Program on a dis-
trictwide basis.

Some Connecticut schools have al-
ready embraced this program on their
own, and I can report to my colleagues
that it is bearing fruit. Let me offer
one compelling example. Last year a
nine-year-old from the town of
Torrington named Joshua Dy found an
envelope on the ground that contained
three $100 bills. Joshua said he initially

thought of keeping the money for him-
self, but he then thought of what he
learned in Character Counts at the
Southwest School and from his father
about honesty and integrity, and de-
cided the right thing would be to turn
the money over to the police. Joshua
was rewarded for his honesty when the
police returned the money to him after
no one claimed it and when President
Clinton saluted his good character with
a letter of congratulations.

Mr. President, I would encourage my
colleagues to find their own ways to re-
ward and recognize the good deeds that
are germinating from the seeds of
Character Counts. A good place to
start is with this resolution, which will
help raise public awareness of this val-
uable values program and make Char-
acter Counts really count. Let me close
by praising Senator DOMENICI for his
leadership on this issue, and by asking
that my remarks be placed in the ap-
propriate place in the RECORD to ac-
company the Character Counts resolu-
tion.∑

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico and a bipar-
tisan group of my colleagues in co-
sponsoring this Senate resolution des-
ignating October 19–25 as ‘‘National
Character Counts Week.’’

This morning, like every morning be-
fore it and every morning to come,
young Americans are headed off to
learn their three ‘‘R’s’’—reading, writ-
ing, and arithmetic—in our Nation’s
schools. But as we all know, the school
day involves more than just the trans-
mission of facts or the relaying of con-
cepts. It’s also about character. In the
best classrooms in America our chil-
dren are given the opportunity to learn
and practice basic character traits
such as sharing, cooperation, and re-
spect.

The Character Counts initiative calls
on all Americans to embrace the devel-
opment of six attributes—trust-
worthiness, respect, responsibility,
fairness, caring, citizenship—as a fun-
damental aspect of our children’s edu-
cation and as a critically important
means of strengthening our Nation.
The lessons our young people learn as
children are the ones that will stay
with them the rest of their lives. As El-
eanor Roosevelt once said: ‘‘Character
building begins in our infancy, and con-
tinues until death.’’

We live in a time when teenage preg-
nancy and juvenile crime are spiraling
out of control. A recent poll suggests
that two-thirds of Americans believe
most people can’t be trusted, half say
most people would cheat others if they
could and in the end are only looking
out for themselves. These statistics
and the seeming erosion in the basic
norms of civility, even among our Na-
tion’s children, are ample evidence of
the need for programs that promote
character development.

No one would argue that Character
Counts is a panacea for these complex
problems. First and foremost, we need

better education, stronger families,
and healthy doses of individual respon-
sibility.

Clearly the primary obligation for
the building of our children’s values
and belief systems lies with our Na-
tion’s families. There is only so much
government can and should do. But,
with parents being forced to spend
more and more time out of the house,
our Nation’s schools can and should do
everything they can to work with par-
ents in helping to build character
among America’s children.

There is nothing inappropriate or
heavyhanded about teaching character
in our schools. These programs don’t
impose morality or any one group’s
world view. These programs teach hon-
esty, courage, respect, responsibility,
fairness, caring, citizenship, and loy-
alty, attributes that I believe all Amer-
icans agree upon.

These principles transcend religion,
race, philosophy, and even political af-
filiation. For those Americans who
share the goal of energizing our democ-
racy and strengthening our Nation’s
character these initiatives are simply
common sense.

What’s more, these programs garner
tangible benefits. In Connecticut, the
Southwest Elementary School in
Torrington implemented a character
education program in September of
last year and has witnessed positive ef-
fects as a result of its efforts. Attend-
ance is up, students are more respect-
ful toward their teachers, and school
administrators are convinced that
Character Counts is responsible. The
school engages parents in the effort,
who along with educators and the stu-
dents themselves, love the program.

Additionally, this year in Connecti-
cut, the Leadership Committee of
Character Counts will undertake a
comprehensive training program to
qualify 35 instructors to educate stu-
dents about the importance of strength
of character. These instructors will
bring the ideals stressed by Character
Counts directly to the students of Con-
necticut, reaching 100,000 students by
year’s end. While character education
may not be a magical solution to all of
America’s problems, it represents a
positive effort to make a real dif-
ference in our children’s lives. Char-
acter development programs for our
children strengthen our lives, our com-
munities, and our Nation as a whole.

I commend my friend and colleague
from New Mexico for all of his work in
this area. And I invite all my col-
leagues from both sides of the aisle to
join us in supporting character edu-
cation as a vital means of molding bet-
ter individuals, strengthening families,
and creating a responsible American
citizenry.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I
rise today to express my strong support
for the National Character Counts
Week resolution submitted by my es-
teemed colleague, Senator DOMENICI. I
have cosponsored similar resolutions
for the past 3 years, and am honored to
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have the opportunity to do so again
this year.

At a time when we are exposed to a
constant stream of violence, profanity,
and immorality—both through the
media and in every day life—the issue
of character is of vital importance.
Those of us in this Chamber spend a
great deal of time trying to develop
ways to improve the Nation. I can
think of few things we could do to bet-
ter achieve this goal than to emphasize
the importance of character to younger
generations.

Those of us in positions of leadership,
especially in the Government, have a
special duty when it comes to char-
acter. Whether we realize it or not, we
are role models and we have a duty to
demonstrate those same attributes of
character—trustworthiness, respect,
re-sponsibility, justice and fairness,
caring, and civic virtue and citizen-
ship—which National Character Counts
Week highlights. Unfortunately, far
too many Americans have come to be-
lieve, wrongly in most cases, that these
qualities no longer exist in the Govern-
ment. I urge all of my colleagues to
begin today to make that extra effort
to show the people we serve that the
faith they demonstrated when they
voted for us has not been misplaced. In
the words of President George Wash-
ington, ‘‘Let us raise a standard to
which the wise and honest can repair.’’

Mr. President, I recently chaired an
Armed Services Personnel Subcommit-
tee hearing in which the issue of char-
acter was prominent. During the hear-
ing I was deeply disturbed to hear that
the lack of character, values, and dis-
cipline is making it harder and harder
for the Armed Forces to recruit the
high quality people we need to serve in
our military. Testimony supplied at
the hearing indicated that an ever-in-
creasing number of potential recruits
are unacceptable, in terms of ethics,
education, and values, for the armed
services. I am not talking about dif-
ficult kids who simply lack discipline,
the military has always done a fine job
handling those recruits. I am talking
about young people who have no re-
spect for authority, no respect for their
peers, no respect for our society, and
often, no respect for themselves. As a
result, they lack basic values such as
compassion, honesty, and integrity.
Our military commanders cannot be
expected to instill those kind of values
in individuals who have lacked them
throughout their entire lives. That
process must begin at birth and in the
home.

Mr. President, with this resolution,
we are taking a step forward in trying
to teach younger generations about the
importance of character. I am pleased
to note that schools, churches, and
civic organizations around the Nation
are also seizing the initiative on this
important issue. But our efforts,
whether on the national or local level,
must not end here. Actually, to be
more precise, our efforts must not
begin here. While there are certainly
things we can do as a government, or
as a community, to teach character to

young people, these lessons must begin
at home. We cannot hope to improve
the overall character of the Nation un-
less the fundamental values described
in National Character Counts Week are
instilled in the home. No amount of
moral instruction from outside the
home can replace the guidance of a lov-
ing and supportive family.

Recognizing a national week to
stress the importance of character is
but a small step in addressing the cri-
sis of ethics the Nation faces. At the
same time, it is an important step
which I believe all of us should support.
I would like to thank Senator DOMENICI
for his continued leadership on Na-
tional Character Counts Week, and
urge my colleagues to cosponsor the
resolution.
f

NOTICE OF HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that the Committee on
Rules and Administration will meet in
SR–301, Russell Senate Office Building,
on Thursday, March 20, 1997, at 9:30
a.m. to hold an oversight hearing on
the operations and budget of the Con-
gressional Research Service and the Li-
brary of Congress.

For further information concerning
this hearing, please contact Ed Edens
of the Rules Committee staff at 224–
6678.
f

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND
FORESTRY

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry be allowed to meet during the
session of the Senate on Thursday,
March 13, 1997, at 9 a.m. in SR–328A to
receive testimony regarding agri-
culture research reauthorization.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet at 10 p.m. on Thursday,
March 13, 1997, to receive testimony
from the unified commanders on their
military strategies and operational re-
quirements in review of the defense au-
thorization request for fiscal year 1998
and the future years defense program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, March 13, for purposes of
conducting a Full Committee Business
Meeting which is scheduled to begin at
9:30 a.m. The purpose of this Business
Meeting is to consider S. 104, to amend
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, March 13, for purposes of
conducting a Subcommittee on Na-
tional Parks, Historic Preservation,
and Recreation hearing which is sched-
uled to begin at 2 p.m. The purpose of
this oversight hearing is to address the
future of the National Park System
and to identify and discuss needs, re-
quirements and innovative programs
that will ensure the Park Service will
continue to meet its many responsibil-
ities well into the next century.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
Finance Committee requests unani-
mous consent to conduct a hearing on
Thursday, March 13, 1997, beginning at
9:30 a.m. in room 215 Dirksen.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
Finance Committee requests unani-
mous consent to conduct a hearing on
Thursday, March 13, 1997, beginning at
2 p.m. in room SD–215.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Committee on
the Judiciary requests unanimous con-
sent to hold an executive business
meeting on Thursday, March 13, 1997,
at 10 a.m., in room 226 of the Senate
Dirksen Office Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent on behalf of the
Government Affairs Subcommittee on
International Security, Proliferation,
and Federal Services to meet on Thurs-
day, March 13, at 9:30 a.m. for a hearing
on ‘‘National Missile Defense and Pros-
pects of United States—Russia ABM
Treaty Accommodation’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources
be authorized to meet in executive ses-
sion during the session of the Senate
on Thursday, March 13, 1997, at 10 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Thursday, March 13, 1997 at
2:30 p.m. to hold a closed hearing on
the nomination of Anthony Lake to be
Director of Central Intelligence.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2294 March 13, 1997
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Joint
Committee on Printing be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Thursday, March 13, 1997, begin-
ning at 2 p.m. until business is com-
pleted, to hold an organizational meet-
ing of the Joint Committee on Printing
and an oversight hearing on the Gov-
ernment Printing Office.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure be granted permission to
conduct a hearing Thursday, March 13,
at 9:20 a.m., hearing room SD–406, on
the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act [ISTEA] and program
eligibility.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on International Operations
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Thursday, March
13, 1997, at 10:30 a.m. to hold a hearing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
AND MERCHANT MARINE

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation
and Merchant Marine be authorized to
meet on March 13, 1997, at 2 p.m. on the
future of intercity passenger rail serv-
ice.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it so ordered.
f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

COMMITMENT TO INVEST IN LOW-
INCOME COMMUNITIES

∑ Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, as a
nation we have a deep commitment to
a decent home and suitable living envi-
ronment for every American family.
Housing is the cornerstone for healthy
communities, a vibrant economy, and a
competitive nation. Although we have
significantly improved housing condi-
tions in the last 60 years, we still have
a long way to go. The latest figures in
HUD’s Report to Congress on the worst
case housing needs estimate that 5.3
million very low-income renter house-
holds pay more than half of their in-
come in rent or live in poor-quality
housing. They receive no help. Many of
those people are elderly or people with
disabilities.

Today, four of the leading non-profit
affordable housing producers—The En-
terprise Foundation, LISC—the Local

Initiatives Support Corp.— Habitat for
Humanity International, and the Na-
tional Neighborworks Network—are
committing to a $13 billion investment
in low-income communities across the
country over the next 4 years. Each
have built successful partnerships,
leveraging both public and private re-
sources. These partnerships have been
critical in supporting local nonprofits
to not only build affordable housing
but also provide services and encourage
economic development to revitalize
these neighborhoods. The success of
these organizations reverberates in
low- and moderate-income commu-
nities across the country as they ad-
dress our widespread affordable hous-
ing needs. Their work is supported by
Federal programs such as HOME, the
Community Development Block Grant,
and the Low-Income Housing Tax Cred-
it.

The Enterprise Foundation, based in
Columbia, MD, is a true success story
in the affordable housing industry.
Founded by Jim Rouse in 1982, Enter-
prise has raised and committed more
than $1.8 billion in grants, loans, and
equity to finance the development of
61,000 affordable homes. They have a
number of initiatives including the En-
terprise Social Investment Corp.
[EISC] which works with 176 major
American corporations to help them
find new ways to invest in affordable
housing. Much of this activity has been
made possible by the low-income hous-
ing tax credit. In addition, Enterprise,
along with Fannie Mae, has created the
Cornerstone Housing Corp., a nonprofit
that buys and preserves large blocks of
multifamily rental housing for low-in-
come families. Enterprise also runs an
intensive training program to assist
nonprofit organizations in increasing
their technical and management abili-
ties.

Habitat for Humanity International,
since 1976, has provided approximately
55,000 homes through 1,336 local affili-
ates across the country. Using volun-
teer labor and tax-deductible dona-
tions, Habitat builds new homes and
rehabilitates existing homes. An aver-
age three-bedroom Habitat home costs
approximately $38,300, making home-
ownership for many low-income fami-
lies a reality.

The Local Initiatives Support Cor-
poration, established in 1979, supports
1,400 community development corpora-
tions throughout the country. This
partnership has created over 64,000
homes and 9.6 million square feet of
commercial and industrial space.

Neighborworks is a network of local
resident-led partnerships supported by
the Neighborhood Reinvestment Cor-
poration, a public nonprofit chartered
by Congress in 1978. The
Neighborworks Network has produced
38,831 units of affordable housing since
its inception and in the last 5 years has
leveraged $1.5 billion in investment
within communities.

In Maryland, I have seen these part-
nerships work. The Enterprise Founda-

tion, along with its subsidiaries, have
developed more than 3,700 units of af-
fordable housing and have committed
more than $12.3 million in loans and
$90.3 million in equity. In Sandtown-
Winchester, Enterprise’s Neighborhood
Transformation Program has rebuilt
more than 700 abandoned homes
through a comprehensive community
revitalization effort that works in
partnership with local residents and
the city of Baltimore. Neighborworks
has three neighborhood housing serv-
ices affiliates in Maryland—in Balti-
more, Salisbury, and Cumberland. Be-
tween 1994 and 1996 alone these three
Neighborworks affiliates produced over
600 units of affordable housing and le-
veraged over $24 million in investments
within these Maryland communities.
Habitat for Humanity has 16 affiliates
in Maryland which have built 89 new
homes and rehabilitated another 227
homes.

Today these four organizations are
challenging themselves and challeng-
ing us to continue our successful part-
nerships through the Community De-
velopment Block Grant, HOME, and
the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit.
These are programs I have supported
and programs which have been critical
in the production of affordable housing.
The HOME Investment Partnership, for
example, is an initiative I championed.
HOME provides flexible grants to
States and units of general government
to implement local housing strategies
designed to increase homeownership
for low-income people. By requiring a
25 percent match, HOME encourages
the public-private partnerships that
have proven so successful in the pro-
duction of affordable housing.

Mr. President, I commend the work
of these organizations and applaud En-
terprise, LISC, Habitat, and
Neighborworks for their commitment
to invest $13 billion in our low-income
communities. I fully support our con-
tinued role in this effective and suc-
cessful partnership through Federal
programs like HOME, the Low-Income
Housing Tax Credit, and the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant and
urge my colleagues to do the same.
This is an excellent step in the right
direction, and I am pleased to have the
opportunity to highlight the work of
these organizations and the Federal
programs that support them.∑
f

A PROMISING DAY FOR AFFORD-
ABLE HOUSING AND OUR NA-
TION’S COMMUNITIES

∑ Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today
four of this Nation’s most remarkable
nonprofit organizations are announcing
the largest private sector investment
in our Nation’s affordable housing of
all time. The Local Initiatives Support
Corporation, Habitat for Humanity,
the Enterprise Foundation and the Na-
tional NeighborWorks Network have
joined together and pledged to create
13 billion dollars’ worth of housing over
the next 4 years. This investment in
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our Nation’s most economically chal-
lenged areas is testament to the dedi-
cation and commitment of these orga-
nizations to our inner cities and impov-
erished rural areas. Theirs is a vision-
ary and comprehensive plan to leverage
renewal—this unprecedented invest-
ment not only will create nearly 200,000
affordable homes but also rebuild en-
tire communities once left to waste.

As the ranking Democrat on the
Housing Subcommittee, I am often
privy to some of the most distressing
cases of deprivation experienced by
some of our fellow citizens. Jobless-
ness, homelessness, lack of medical
care, crumbling schools, rising cases of
AIDS and other infectious diseases, and
crime-riddled streets—those are too
often the touchstones in the mosaic of
urban America. However, today, the
news is quite different as this pledge
will stimulate tens of billions of dol-
lars in additional private investment
which in turn will create tens of thou-
sands of jobs and new businesses in
nearly 2,500 communities across the
Nation.

And, Mr. President, some of those
communities are located in the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts. This in-
vestment will further strengthen the
efforts of the Urban Edge Community
Development Corp. in Jamaica Plain
and the Codman Square Community
Development Corp., to name just two
of the many renewal success stories in
Massachusetts. Mr. President, my
home State enjoys a well-deserved rep-
utation as the incubator of the Na-
tion’s most sophisticated, mature and
comprehensive approaches to develop-
ment in which housing is the corner-
stone but the provision of goods and
services and jobs forms the foundation.
For many years, local community-
based development groups and afford-
able housing advocates have worked
with corporations and philanthropies
like Bank Boston, Polaroid, the Boston
Foundation, and the Hyams Founda-
tion to generate and dedicate millions
of dollars to urban renewal.

Mr. President, I salute the commit-
ment embodied in this pledge and I rec-
ognize that the challenge to match this
dedication is ours. In these tough budg-
etary times, we must not allow impor-
tant programs which stimulate eco-
nomic and community renewal to with-
er in the sometimes blinding devo-
tional light of the year 2002. I have
stood in this Chamber on many occa-
sions and discussed the importance of
YouthBuild, CDBG’s, the Low Income
Housing Tax Credit, the Housing Pres-
ervation Program, and the Community
Reinvestment Act. And today I stand
resolute to bolster the Federal role in
community-based development. Clear-
ly, our national democracy is strength-
ened through this type of public-pri-
vate partnership and I will redouble my
efforts to assist community and local
organizations which are making a vital
and needed difference in towns and
cities throughout our Nation.

This is a day of good news, hope, and
promise, Mr. President. Let us respond

to the challenge with commensurate
dedication to our Nation’s commu-
nities.∑
f

THE MEDICARE CANCER CLINICAL
TRIAL ACT

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my support for the
Medicare Cancer Clinical Trial Act of
1997. This bill will provide important
assistance to the national battle
against cancer.

In so many ways, this disease bru-
tally impacts the lives of millions of
Americans and their families. In my
State of Michigan, for example, over
50,000 residents were diagnosed with
cancer last year alone. Half of all those
diagnosed with cancer are Medicare
beneficiaries, who also account for 60
percent of all cancer deaths.

One of the most effective weapons
available in this war on cancer is re-
search. Each year, scientists and medi-
cal clinicians provide valuable insights
about the causes of various cancers as
well as new therapies to treat them.
The legislation I endorse today will
provide cancer patients with greater
access to clinical trials. One of the
most important benefits of these par-
ticular trials is determining the effects
of treatments on persons over the age
of 65. Should these experimental thera-
pies prove successful, this legislation
will offer Federal agencies information
to help them determine whether or not
these treatments should be expanded to
include all Medicare beneficiaries.

In my opinion, Michigan and the rest
of the Nation can wait no longer to de-
termine the applicability of these po-
tentially groundbreaking treatments. I
believe that America’s elderly popu-
lation should be given every means
available to wage a war on cancer in
which they can be the victors. In addi-
tion, this Nation should have the op-
portunity to utilize those treatments
that are cost-effective and successful
in treating the millions of Americans
affected by cancer every year.

For these reasons, I am very proud to
cosponsor this legislation and urge my
colleagues to do the same.∑
f

TRIBUTE TO CRUZ OLAGUE

∑ Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today
to pay tribute to one of Nevada’s lead-
ers and activists, Cruz Olague. On
March 15, 1997, the Los Amigos de Cruz
Olague will honor former Mayor Cruz
Olague—a fine Arizonan and Nevadan—
at their first testimonial dinner. I have
known Cruz for many years, and he is
truly deserving of this honor.

Born February 26, 1934, in Winslow,
AZ, Cruz later moved to Henderson, NV
after serving 4 years in the U.S. Navy.
Afterward, he worked as an office man-
ager in a supermarket while complet-
ing his accounting studies at the Uni-
versity of Nevada-Las Vegas.

In 1971, Cruz was persuaded to run for
the Henderson City Council. After re-
ceiving 53 percent of the popular vote

in the primary, a general election was
deemed unnecessary and Cruz was de-
clared the winner. This was the first
and only time such an event has oc-
curred in the history of Nevada local
politics. Moreover, Cruz won this seat
on the City Council with a campaign
budget of a mere $3,000. Following this
tremendous feat, Mr. Olague went on
to become a popular mayor of Hender-
son, and served in this capacity until
1975.

Cruz is a man with deep religious
convictions and a remarkably calm de-
meanor. Even when driving home a
contentious point, he always maintains
a gentleman’s dignity and an even tem-
perament. With his kindness, Cruz eas-
ily won people over. Consequently, it
came as no surprise when he was se-
lected Mayor of the Year in 1974.

This prominent member of the His-
panic community has long believed
that our racial and ethnic diversity is
our Nation’s greatest strength. Cruz
Olague has spent his life tirelessly
fighting on behalf of minorities, the el-
derly, and the poor. He has used his
abilities for those who often lack a
voice in our society. The work of this
outstanding citizen has left a lasting
impact on the lives of many Nevadans.

Across southern Nevada, Cruz Olague
will always be known as an individual
of great integrity and conviction with
a passion for good government. For 27
years, it has been a privilege to call
Cruz Olague a friend. It is my pleasure
to speak today in tribute to Cruz, and
congratulate him on this special
honor.∑

f

SECRETARY PEÑA’S NOMINATION

∑ Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
want to take a moment to express my
concern with the Department of Ener-
gy’s handling of the appliance energy
efficiency standards regulations. My
concerns regarding this matter are well
known. In the last Congress, I authored
an amendment to impose a 1-year mor-
atorium on new DOE appliance stand-
ards rulemaking activities. That action
became necessary because it was clear
that DOE’s energy efficiency standards
program was placing jobs and invest-
ment in the manufacturing industry at
risk, not just in Kentucky, but in other
States around the Nation.

DOE’s response to the moratorium
was an interpretive rule that was de-
signed to institutionalize a variety of
reforms. While I commend DOE for
identifying and correcting their own
shortcomings, DOE’s first test is before
us now in the form of new energy effi-
ciency standards for refrigerators. In
my estimation, DOE deserves a failing
grade.

I have raised the refrigerator stand-
ards issue with Secretary Peña during
his confirmation hearing before the
Senate Energy Committee, but I have
not received a satisfactory answer to
my questions. While I realize Secretary
Peña did not create this controversy,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2296 March 13, 1997
Congress will hold Secretary Peña re-
sponsible for the outcome and the con-
sequences of this rulemaking.

Mr. President, I am disturbed by the
fact that DOE has changed its position
outlined in the August 1996, notice of
proposed rulemaking, which estab-
lished a 2003 standard as its preferred
option. This option was supported by
manufacturers. DOE has since changed
its position and now supports imple-
menting the new standards for refrig-
erators in the year 2000. As a result of
this flip-flop, manufacturers will be re-
quired to make costly investments
twice—once to comply with the DOE
energy standards in 2000, and again
when regulations mandate the elimi-
nation of HCFC insulation as required
in the year 2003.

Mr. President, it is important to note
that these burdensome and duplicative
regulations are not necessary. Once it
was determined that DOE was not
going to abide by its preferred option,
manufacturers offered a good-faith
compromise that would set a more
stringent level of energy savings than
proposed by DOE to be implemented in
2003. This proposal would save more en-
ergy while minimizing the reengineer-
ing and regulatory burden, which will
add unnecessary costs to manufactur-
ers and consumers.

What is more disturbing is that DOE
has ignored its own contractor’s analy-
sis in setting these standards. I am in-
formed that the analysis by Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratories confirms that
the energy savings attributable to the
2003 standard would exceed the benefits
of the 2000 standards. Unfortunately,
DOE has chosen to ignore this analysis
and not include it in establishing these
standards.

Mr. President, this is not the only
procedural defect in DOE’s proposed
rule. The Department has failed to
comply with the requirements of law
regarding the Department of Justice’s
role in this rulemaking. DOE has failed
to obtain an updated competitive im-
pact determination from the Depart-
ment of Justice that takes into ac-
count new evidence of the potential
impact of the proposed rule. I believe
such analysis is essential to maintain-
ing a competitive marketplace.

Mr. President, considering the latest
analysis by DOE’s own contractor, it
has become apparent to me that this
battle is no longer about securing the
greatest energy savings. Rather, it
seems this is about punishing manufac-
turers more than a legitimate or re-
sponsible basis for regulation. The only
regulation that makes sense is one
that takes effect in 2003.

This controversy raises fundamental
questions about whether DOE will
faithfully administer the appliance
standards program as currently au-
thorized. I will continue to follow this
matter very closely and keep my legis-
lative option open.

I urge Secretary Peña to assume re-
sponsibility for assuring that the law is
properly applied and the correct deci-
sion reached.∑

CONFIRMATION OF FEDERICO
PEÑA TO BE SECRETARY OF EN-
ERGY

∑ Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, yester-
day the Senate voted to confirm
Federico Peña to be Secretary of En-
ergy. As a member of the Senate Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, I have met with Secretary
Peña and discussed issues of impor-
tance to Washington State, the North-
west, and the Nation. I understand that
some Senators had reservations about
Secretary Peña because he does not
have a great deal of experience on en-
ergy related issues. I do not hold this
same reservation. I do not necessarily
view Secretary Peña’s lack of expertise
on energy issues as a liability, but
rather as an opportunity to educate
the new Secretary on issues important
to the people of Washington State and
the region.

Two issues immediately come to
mind—Hanford and electricity deregu-
lation.

I look forward to working with Sec-
retary Peña on the many challenges
facing the Hanford Nuclear Reserva-
tion in the southeastern part of my
State. While there are many difficult
issues facing Hanford, there are also
many exciting opportunities.

One of these opportunities is the Fast
Flux Test Facility [FFTF]. FFTF is a
valuable asset for our national security
interests and a potential cure for dis-
eases and other medical conditions.
Scientists believe FFTF can begin pro-
ducing tritium—an essential part of
our nuclear deterrent—within 5 years.
Moreover, nearly 70 of our Nation’s
leading medical researchers have vali-
dated claims that FFTF is essential to
the production of medical isotopes
which could one day be a valuable
weapon in the fight against cancer.

FFTF is by no means the only impor-
tant issue that Secretary Peña will
face at Hanford in his new position. In
addition, I look forward to working
with him on maintaining an adequate
budget to meet the site’s cleanup mis-
sion.

It’s no secret that Hanford has been
one of the most contaminated sites
owned by the Federal Government. De-
spite the enormity of the cleanup, I be-
lieve we are making real progress due
in large part to the extraordinary ef-
forts and talents of the people who
work at the site and make up the sur-
rounding Hanford communities.

The DOE, in coordination with Con-
gress, is also playing an important role
prioritizing, streamlining, and increas-
ing efficiency at Hanford, I look foward
to continuing my already strong work-
ing relationship with Secretary Peña
in his new role to preserve continuity
in funding at Hanford and other DOE
sites.

On the subject of electricity deregu-
lation, it is critical that Secretary
Peña listen and work closely with the
Northwest congressional delegation on
electricity issues unique to the North-
west. The Northwest has its own pecu-

liar set of challenges—namely the abil-
ity of the Bonneville Power Adminis-
tration to market its power while pay-
ing nearly $500 million in annual fish
and wildlife costs. Secretary Peña and
I have discussed these issues and he has
committed to work with the Northwest
members of the Senate Energy Com-
mittee on these difficult Northwest is-
sues. I intend to take Secretary Peña
up on his offer, and hope that together
with my Northwest colleagues that we
can work on these issues critical to
Northwest ratepayers, an the environ-
ment.∑
f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—SENATE JOINT RESOLU-
TION 22

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate turn to
the consideration of Calendar No. 24,
Senate Joint Resolution 22, at 10 a.m.,
on Friday, March 14, and no amend-
ments or motions be in order during
the pendency of the joint resolution on
Friday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate resume debate on that
joint resolution at 1 p.m., on Monday,
March 17, and that amendments may
be offered beginning at 3 p.m., on Mon-
day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I further
ask that immediately following the
vote on Senate Joint Resolution 18,
which is the constitutional amend-
ment, being debated on Tuesday—and
that occurs at 2:45—the Senate resume
Calendar No. 24.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

PROGRAM

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, this agree-
ment would allow the Senate to begin
debate on this very important joint
resolution regarding the appointment
of an independent counsel at 10 a.m.,
on Friday. It is my understanding that
the Democratic leader is discussing
what amendments would be offered to
this resolution. Perhaps he is meeting
on that at this time. When the Senate
resumes its consideration, then, on
Monday, we would begin to take up the
amendments, if any. In addition, it is
my hope that, prior to the close of
business on Friday, I will be able to in-
form the Senate as to not only the
number of amendments we can expect,
again, if any, on the other side of the
aisle, but also I will be able to set a
consent time for final passage, poten-
tially as early as Wednesday of next
week. It is our hope that we can get a
vote on the independent counsel issue
by Wednesday of next week. Then we
will be able, on Wednesday afternoon
or Thursday, to deal with the Mexico
certification issue, assuming we have
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that worked out in a way we would
want to bring it to the floor at that
time.

Again, I am still discussing that with
the Democratic leader, and there is
communication from both sides of the
aisle with the administration. So we
don’t know yet if that will happen, or
what form it will be in. I look forward
to further discussions with the minor-
ity leader on this issue. I hope it will
not be necessary to file a cloture mo-
tion on this resolution in order to
bring it to conclusion by mid-week. I
haven’t had an indication that that
will be the case. I am thankful for the
cooperation we have had in getting this
agreement worked out.

In light of this agreement, and the
agreement reached earlier calling for a
vote on the constitutional amendment
for campaign expenditures at 2:45 Tues-
day, I am pleased to announce there
will be no votes during Friday’s or
Monday’s session of the Senate. The
next vote will occur 2:45 Tuesday,
March 18.

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MARCH 14,
1997

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until 10 a.m., Friday,
March 14. I further ask consent that on
Friday, immediately following the
prayer, the routine requests through
the morning hour be granted, and that
the Senate then proceed immediately
to the consideration of Senate Joint
Resolution 22, the independent counsel
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, again, for
the information of all Senators, the
Senate will begin consideration of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 22 on Friday, and
further, no amendments would be in
order during consideration of the reso-
lution on Friday. I think it is impor-
tant that we begin to express our feel-
ings as strong as we can—hopefully in
a bipartisan way—that there is a need
for independent counsel. I will note
that a letter has gone forward now
from the majority members of the Ju-
diciary Committee indicating the need

for this independent counsel and their
indication that the necessary require-
ments have been met under the law, so
that the process should begin, and will
begin as a result of this letter, of look-
ing into the appointment of independ-
ent counsel.

It is my hope that we will continue
debate on the resolution on Monday.
And amendments then would be in
order during Monday’s session.

I will continue discussions with the
minority leader, and hope that we will
be able to reach an agreement on this
very important resolution so we can
complete consideration next week by
Wednesday, I hope.

f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if there is
no further business to come before the
Senate, I now ask that the Senate
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 6:39 p.m., adjourned until Friday,
March 14, 1997, at 10 a.m.
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WINNER OF ARIZONA’S 1997 VOICE
OF DEMOCRACY CONTEST

HON. BOB STUMP
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, the Veterans of
Foreign Wars and its Ladies Auxiliary are very
active in promoting patriotism and an under-
standing of the values which underlie this
great country of ours through its Voice of De-
mocracy essay contest. During this past year,
over 109,000 secondary school students par-
ticipated in the contest, and each one of those
students has a clearer understanding of the
meaning of democracy as a result of their par-
ticipation. The winner of this contest in my
State of Arizona was David C. Pickett from
Prescott Valley, AZ. David is an outstanding
senior at Bradshaw Mountain High School,
and his entry was sponsored by VFW Post
10227 and its ladies auxiliary. His father is a
retired marine. I’m sure David’s parents, as
well as all of David’s teachers are very proud
of this young man. I’d like to share with my
colleagues his winning essay.

DEMOCRACY—ABOVE AND BEYOND

1996–97 VFW VOICE OF DEMOCRACY SCHOLARSHIP
PROGRAM—ARIZONA WINNER, DAVID PICKETT

Famine, poverty, unemployment, disease,
death . . . All of these words that we’d rath-
er not hear or even think about for an in-
stant if we don’t have to, because they all
lead to mental pictures we can’t bear to cre-
ate or drag up from the little cobwebbed cor-
ner in the back of our minds where we try to
bury all the parts of reality that frighten us
most. Yet every day in dozens of countries
throughout the world, people just like you
and I have to deal with these dark aspects of
life through any means necessary. Honest
people having to steal just so their families
might see the light of another day. Top of
the line modern cardboard and garbage bag
mansions littering the decadent alleyways of
a crumbling city, and parents who’d rather
take the risk of a condemned building col-
lapsing on them than see their children die
of exposure before their very eyes. Peaceful
protesters are massacred or imprisoned
where they die from any number of ailments
while awaiting a trial that will never come.
Each of these chaotic realities can be found
thriving under the bannerhead of a failed
system of government, whether it be fascism
or socialism in any of its deceptive forms;
and each of those horrific realities are pre-
cisely the reasons why those governments
failed, as well as the reasons as to why de-
mocracy has risen far above and beyond
them to its honored position in the world
today.

When one thinks of democracy and its
great leaders, pictures of great men such as
George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, Ben
Franklin, John F. Kennedy, and Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr. all come to mind. Yet when
one thinks of the great leaders of com-
munism and fascism, one can only think of
people like Joseph Stalin who created a fam-
ine in the Ukraine in 1932 and ‘33 which re-
sulted in the death of three-million kulaks
by starvation; or even greater still was Ad-

olph Hitler who nearly brought about the
complete extinction of the entire Jewish
race by destroying over six-million of them
through various and sundry methods of tor-
turous execution. Or how about Benito Mus-
solini of Italy who came up with the term
‘‘totalitario’’, to describe the goals of his fas-
cist government, as saying that his aim was
‘‘All within the state, none outside the state,
and none against the state.’’

No other government in existence cares as
much for the natural human rights of the in-
dividual, than democracy in its purest form.
In America we have a Constitution and a Bill
of Rights that hold the same value, if not
more so, today as they did over two hundred
years ago when they were first inscribed.
The only thing these other governments
have to show for all of their efforts is revolu-
tion after revolution after bloody revolution,
and a never-ending state of misery for their
people. There is no limit to democracy in
America, everyone is entitled to the same
share, an no one is excluded for any reason
whether it be on the basis of social standing,
political power, skin color, gender, or reli-
gious beliefs. Whereas in places such as
South Africa during apartheid, its white citi-
zens saw its government as a Constitutional
democracy, but for its twenty two-million
blacks, it was an iron-fisted dictatorship
that verged on totalitarian control. Our de-
mocracy has a system of checks and balances
to make sure no one person or group of peo-
ple has too much control; in a totalitarian
government, no such system exists, for the
leader currently in power is the constitution,
the law, and the government embodied in
one person and one person alone. So, it you
were to place all of these contrasting view-
points on a scale weighing positives vs. nega-
tives, freedom vs. imprisonment, and hon-
esty vs. hypocrisy; which side would result
in a better government? The answer by now
should be quite obvious; the first, second,
and third place medals for excellency in gov-
ernment go to democracy, democracy, and
last but most certainly not least: democracy.

I hope I have given you something to pon-
der and realize, as well as something to re-
kindle those possibly dwindling feelings of
pride in your country’s government, no
make that your government. The govern-
ment our ancestors started has spread like
wildfire throughout the world because it is
the only one that has proven itself time and
time again as the greatest form of govern-
ment on Earth. Three years ago in 1993,
something miraculous occurred, for the first
time in the history of the planet, the total
number of democracies in existence out-
numbered the total number of dictatorships;
and I’m sure with the continuation of this
trend in world thought, democracy will soon
be the only government in existence, truly
showing the world that is has risen above
and beyond.

SPECIAL RECOGNITION TO MSGR.
DANIEL J. BOURKE, GRAND MAR-
SHAL OF THE 173D ST. PAT-
RICK’S DAY PARADE IN SAVAN-
NAH, GA

HON. JACK KINGSTON
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, in honor of
his dedication to preserving Irish culture, tradi-
tion, and history, Monsignor Bourke has been
named grand marshal of the 173d St. Patrick’s
Day Parade in Savannah, GA. The parade is
the cornerstone of one of the largest St. Pat-
rick’s Day celebrations in the Nation and is a
fitting tribute for a man who has given so
much to preserve the heritage of his native
land and equally as much to the advancement
of the country and city he now calls home.

HIBERNIAN SOCIETY OF SAVANNAH, GA
‘‘Irishmen, inclined as they are by nature

to good fellowship and charity, should not
forget, in a foreign land, the duties they owe
to themselves, their national character, and
their distressed countrymen. These obliga-
tions are the more important to Irishmen,
because, during the long period of their op-
pression, Irishmen have been useful to them-
selves, their country, and their brethren,
only in proportion to their exercise of those
generous, charitable and sterling traits with
which it has pleased God to distinguish them
among the people of the earth. Every motive,
too, presses itself upon the heart of each true
Irishman to foster more particularly unfor-
tunate because her destiny has been
unmerited, and therefore the more entitled
to the tender consideration of her own sons,
and of the good, the generous and the en-
lightened of other nationalities.’’

‘‘Driven from unhappy Erin by unrelenting
tyranny, afflicted and persecuted Irishmen
seek an asylum in this favored republic, en-
deavoring to find, under the auspices of its
liberal institutions, the only consolations
that can remain to exiles thrust out of a be-
loved home by want and oppression. To these
it becomes the duty of their more fortunate
brethren settled in this free country, and en-
joying the benefits of its hospitality, to
reach out the hand of friendship, to tender
the aid of a delicate charity, and to offer any
other assistance which fraternal, manly and
kindly feelings may inspire.’’

The above two paragraphs comprise the
Preamble of the Hibernian Society of Savan-
nah which was adopted at a meeting held on
March 17, 1812.

The Hibernian Society of Savannah, cele-
brating its 185th Anniversary on March 17,
1997, would like to give special recognition to
Monsignor Daniel J. Bourke who is the
Grand Marshal of the 173rd St. Patrick’s Day
Parade in Savannah. Monsignor Bourke was
born in Birr, Offaly County, Ireland on Sep-
tember 28, 1909. He was ordained to the
priesthood at All Hallows Missionary Semi-
nary in Dublin on June 23, 1934, for the Dio-
cese of Savannah. He has given 63 years of
dedicated service to the area of South Geor-
gia and continues to service the needs of the
people in Savannah even though he is retired
and resides at Blessed Sacrament Church.
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Monsignor Bourke has held numerous posi-
tions within the Diocese of Savannah during
his tenure of service. He was named a Do-
mestic Prelate on March 20, 1959 and Pro-
thonotary Apostolic on October 11, 1966. He
has been associated with the Diocesan Coun-
cil of Catholic Women since its introduction
to the diocese in 1938, serving as parish,
deanery and diocesan moderator. At present
he is the Honorary Diocesan Moderator.
From the time of his arrival in Savannah in
September, 1936, he has been closely identi-
fied with the Irish element. While Irish to
the backbone, he is proud to have been for
fifty years a citizen of the United States of
America. He has lived in Georgia since 1934,
and over thirty-three of those years in Sa-
vannah. He has participated in nearly every
parade since his return to Savannah in 1970.
He thanks God that he is a Savannahian and
in his letter to the citizens of Savannah upon
his selection as Grand Marshal he wrote the
following words:

‘‘We of Irish birth or lineage honor this
day in the memory of St. Patrick who
brought the Catholic faith to Ireland so long
ago.’’ We honor our forebears who have, in
spite of centuries long persecutions, re-
mained faithful to the teachings of St. Pat-
rick. We renew our allegiance to these Unit-
ed States of America, where our people
sought and found a harbor of refuge, a land,
‘‘Where rich and poor stand equal in the
light of freedom’s day.’’

f

TRIBUTE TO ANTHONY TODD
WILLIAMS

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to congratulate a distinguished young man,
Anthony Todd Williams, for attaining the rank
of Eagle Scout in the Boy Scouts of America.
Anthony is a member of the Boy Scout Troop
550. He will receive this award at an Eagle
Scout court of honor on Sunday, March 16 at
St. Maria Goretti Church Hall, located in Dyer,
IN.

An elite group, comprising only 2.5 percent
of all Boy Scouts, attains the Eagle Scout
ranking, which is the highest of seven
rankings in the Boy Scouts organization. In
order to become an Eagle Scout, a Scout
must complete the following three tasks: earn
21 merit badges; complete a service project;
and demonstrate strong leadership skills within
the troop.

Anthony, a student at Lake Central High
School, made a turtle island in a community
pond for his service project. Anthony has also
helped to coordinate various troop outings,
and he attended Boy Scout camp for 4 years.
In addition Anthony attended the National
Scout Preserve in Philmont, NM, which is a
high adventure camp with a rugged terrain.
Anthony currently has plans to attend the Sea
Base Scuba High Adventure Camp in August
of this year.

The rank of Eagle Scout always has carried
with it special significance—and not only with-
in Scouting. Eagle Scouts are recognized as
individuals with great talent and promise as
they enter institutions of higher education, the
work force, or engage in community service.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my other distin-
guished colleagues to join me in congratulat-
ing Anthony Todd Williams for his commend-

able achievement. His parents, Kim and Rich-
ard Williams, can be proud of their son be-
cause it takes a great deal of tenacity and de-
votion to achieve such an illustrious ranking.
This young man has a promising future ahead
of him, which will undoubtedly include improv-
ing the quality of life in Indiana’s First Con-
gressional District.
f

BIPARTISAN CONGRESSIONAL
RETREAT

HON. NEWT GINGRICH
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. GRINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, at our bipar-
tisan congressional retreat this past weekend,
historian David McCullough shared a view of
the legislative process which was idealistic,
practical, and filled with historic insights. He
reminded us that this country was founded by
practical idealists who understood both the
frustrations of traditional political and legisla-
tive life and yet who were able to focus again
and again on the idealistic long-term needs of
America. I believe every citizen would profit
from reading Mr. McCullough’s speech. I sub-
mit it into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

BIPARTISAN CONGRESSIONAL RETREAT

(By David McCullough)
Well, Amo, you’ve taken my breath away

and your invitation to speak here is as high
a tribute as I’ve ever received. I feel greatly
honored but also a strong sense of humility.
And I hope it won’t seem presumptuous if I—
in what I say today—appear to know your
job. I don’t. If I can help you in what I say,
if I can help the country, then I will be very
deeply appreciative of the chance to be here.

Your speaker welcomed you to Pennsylva-
nia, I do so too as a Pennsylvanian, by birth
and by education and as one who loves this
state. There is more history here than al-
most anywhere else in our country. Our most
important, our most sacred historic site—
Independence Hall—is less than 100 miles
from where we sit, as the crow flies. And if
you come to Pennsylvania, you can always
learn something, at whatever stage in life.

Last year, Rosalee and I came back to
Philadelphia. We pulled up in front of the
hotel in a big, shiny, rented car and the
doorman, a handsome fellow in full regalia,
opened the door for Rosalee. I popped the
button for the trunk and I could see him get-
ting the luggage out. I got out and walked
around the back of the car and he looked up
and said: ‘‘Well, Mr. McCullough, welcome to
Philadelphia; it is wonderful to have you
here.’’ And I thought, ‘‘I wonder if he knows
me because of my books or because of the
work I do on public television?’’ And so I
said, ‘‘If you don’t mind, I’d like to know
how you know who I am?’’ And he said, ‘‘the
tag on your suitcase.’’

You can’t but help learn a great deal in
this session and as Speaker Gingrich said,
this event is unprecedented in the long his-
tory of the U.S. Congress. A gathering like
this never happened before. And how wonder-
ful that your children are here—the next
generation—some of whom may also be serv-
ing in Congress. We have the future with us
too. And we have the past.

Now many people think of the past as
something far behind, in back of us. It is also
possible to think of it as in front of us, in the
sense that we’re going down a path that oth-
ers have trod before, and some very great
people; we are in their footsteps. And it is in

that spirit that much of what I have to say
will be said. I want to talk about history; I
want to talk about purpose, and because
there’s an old writer’s adage, ‘‘Don’t tell me,
show me.’’ I want to conclude by showing
you.

‘‘We live my dear soul in an age of trial,’’
he wrote, in a letter to his wife. In the seclu-
sion of his diary he wrote, ‘‘I wander alone
and ponder. I muse, I mope, I ruminate.’’ He
was a new Congressman and he was about to
set off for his first session in Congress. John
Adams, heading for his very first Congress—
the Continental Congress in Philadelphia in
1774—and he was very disturbed, very wor-
ried.

‘‘We have not men fit for the times,’’ he
wrote, ‘‘we are deficient in genius, edu-
cation, in travel, fortune, in everything. I
feel unutterable anxiety.’’ The next year
when he returned for the second Continental
Congress he found that the whole atmos-
phere had changed. This was after Lexing-
ton, Concord, and Bunker Hill. This was a
time of pressing need and America, he de-
cided, was a great, ‘‘unwieldy body.’’

‘‘Its progress must be slow, it is like a
large fleet sailing under convoy, the fleetest
of sailors must wait for the dullest and the
lowest. Every man in the Congress is a great
man,’’ he wrote, ‘‘and therein is the prob-
lem—an orator, a critic, a statesman, and
therefore every man upon every question
must show his oratory, his criticism, and his
political abilities.’’ In 1776, in the winter—in
the dead of winter—with the temperature
down in the 20s, John Adams set off again
from Braintree on horseback to ride 300
miles. Nothing unusual then; we think of
communications and transportation as two
different subjects. In the 18th century, trans-
portation and communication were the
same. Nothing could be communicated any
faster than somebody on a horse.

He arrived back in Philadelphia—this is
early in 1776, and bear in mind this was the
year of the Declaration of Independence—and
he wrote: ‘‘There are deep jealousies. Ill-na-
tured observations and incriminations take
the place of reason and argument.’’ Inad-
equate people, contention, sour moods, and
from his wife, Abigail, John Adams received
a letter in which she said: ‘‘You cannot be I
know, nor do I wish to see you, an inactive
spectator.’’ She wants him to be there for all
it is costing her, for all the difficulties she is
having, caring for the family and running
the farm. And then she adds, ‘‘We have too
many high-sounding words and too few ac-
tions that correspond with them.’’

1776—History. History is a source of
strength. History teaches us that there is no
such thing as a self-made man or woman. We
all know that. We all know the people who
helped. Teachers, parents, those who set us
on the right track, those who gave us a pat
on the back, and when need be, those who
have rapped our knuckles.

History teaches us that sooner is not nec-
essarily better; that the whole is often equal
to much more than the parts; and what we
don’t know can often hurt us deeply. If you
want to build for the future, you must have
a sense of past. We can’t know where we’re
going if we don’t know where we’ve been and
where we’ve come from and how we got to be
where we are. A very wise historian, who was
also the Librarian of Congress—Daniel
Boorstin—said that to try to create the fu-
ture without some knowledge of the past is
like trying to plant cut flowers.

History is an aid to navigation in troubled
times; history is an antidote to self-pity and
to self-importance. And history teaches that
when we unite in a grand purpose there is al-
most nothing we cannot do.

Don’t ever forget the great history of your
institution—your all-important institution.
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All of us, all of us want to belong to some-
thing larger than ourselves. I’m sure it’s why
you’re in Congress; I’m sure its why you de-
cided in the beginning, ‘‘I’m going to give up
this and do that, and it’s going to be difficult
for my family’’—because you wanted to serve
something larger than yourselves. It’s at the
heart of patriotism; it’s why we are devoted
to our churches, our universities, and, most
of all, to our country.

With that kind of allegiance—that kind of
devotion—we can rise to the occasion in a
greater fashion than we have any idea. And
we’ve done it time and again, we Americans.
Think what your institution has achieved. It
was Congress that created the Homestead
Act. It was Congress that ended slavery. It
was Congress that ended child labor. It was
Congress that built the Panama Canal and
the railroads. It was Congress that created
Social Security. It was Congress that passed
the Voting Rights Act. It was Congress that
sent Lewis and Clark to the West and sent us
on voyages to the moon.

Some acts of Congress like the Marshall
Plan or Lend Lease, as important as any
events in our century, were achieved under
crisis conditions. But it doesn’t have to be a
crisis condition. It can be an ennobling,
large, imaginative idea. A big idea.

Much of what has happened in our time has
been determined by outside forces. In the De-
pression, the national aspiration—the na-
tional ambition—was to get out of the De-
pression. In the Second World War, the na-
tional aspiration—the national ambition—
didn’t need to be defined, it was to win the
war. In the Cold War, the national aspiration
was to maintain our strength against the
threat of the Soviet menace, but at the same
time, maintain our open free way of life.

But now the Cold War is over. And outside
forces are not determining the national am-
bition. So what is it going to be?

Because we have the chance to choose. You
have the chance to choose. And as important
as balancing the budget may be, as impor-
tant as restoring civility and law and order
in the cities may be, as important as fourth-
grade testing may be, or school uniforms,
they aren’t the grand ennobling ideas that
have been at the heart of the American expe-
rience since the time of John Winthrop and
the ideal of the City on the Hill.

And we have the chance to do that. We
have the chance to create that—you have the
chance to do that. There has never been in
any of our lifetimes a moment of such oppor-
tunity as now with the Cold War over. And if
we just lift up our eyes a little and begin to
see what we might be able to do, we too—we
in our time—could be cathedral builders. We
can be a great founding generation, like the
founding fathers. And what a wonderful, up-
lifting, thrilling, unifying sense of purpose
that can provide. America itself at the very
beginning was a big idea; the biggest idea in
the political history of the world. That could
happen again.

John Adams, who was one of the most re-
markable of our Founding Fathers and
whose wife Abigail has left us a record un-
like that of any other spouse of a political
leader of that time, set something down on
paper in the Spring of 1776 that ought to be
better known, It’s called Thoughts on Gov-
ernment. It was originally written as a letter
to the eminent legal scholar, George Wythe
of Virginia. It was about twelve pages long
and when other Members of Congress asked
him for a copy he sat there, by candlelight,
at night in a room in a house across the
street from the City Tavern in Philadelphia,
copying it all down. And then Richard Henry
Lee of Virginia suggested that it be pub-
lished.

Keep in mind please that it was written be-
fore the Declaration of Independence. And

listen to the language, listen to the quality
of the language, which of course, is the qual-
ity of thinking. That’s what writing is:
thinking. That’s why it’s so hard.

‘‘It has been the will of heaven that we, the
Members of Congress, should be thrown into
existence in a period when the greatest phi-
losophers and lawgivers of antiquity would
have wished to have lived.’’ Right away, you
see, he’s saying, it is the will of heaven,
there are larger forces than we ourselves,
and he’s applying the moment against the
standard of the past: antiquity. It is to a
very large degree, a lesson in proportion. ‘‘A
period when a coincidence of circumstances
without an example has afforded to thirteen
colonies at once an opportunity at beginning
government anew from the foundation and
building as they choose.’’ New, unprece-
dented, and they may choose. ‘‘How few of
the human race have ever had an oppor-
tunity of choosing a system of government
for themselves and for their children.’’ And
here is the sentence I dearly love. ‘‘How few
have ever had anything more of choice in
government than in climate.’’

He proposed a bicameral legislature. ‘‘A
representative assembly,’’ he called it, ‘‘an
exact portrait in miniature of the people at
large,’’ balanced by a second ‘‘distinct’’
smaller legislative body that it may ‘‘check
and correct the errors of the other.’’ Checks
and balances. There was to be an executive
whose power was to include the appointment
of all judges, and command of the armed
forces, but who was to be chosen—and you’ll
like this—who was to be chosen by the two
houses of legislature and for no more than a
year at a time.

At the close, he also wrote this—and think
about this please, as maybe a clue to what
the cathedral we build might be. ‘‘Laws for
the liberal education of youth are so ex-
tremely wise and useful that to a humane
and generous mind no expense for this pur-
pose would be thought extravagant.’’

Then after another month or so he sat
down and wrote a letter to a friend back in
Massachusetts, a fellow son of Liberty. April
1776. Carved into a mantelpiece at the White
House, in the State Dining Room, is the
prayer—the wishful prayer taken from a let-
ter Adams wrote to his wife Abigail after his
second or third night as President in the
White House—the first American to occupy
the White House as President—in which he
says, ‘‘May only wise and honest men rule
here.’’

I offer for your consideration the possibil-
ity that what I’m about to read might be
carved, if not in a mantelpiece, somewhere
in our Capitol where it would have appro-
priate attention. I can think of almost no
other line from any of the founders so appro-
priate, so pertinent, to what you face—what
we all face—not just in problems, not just in
personal animosities or contention or rival-
ries, but what we face in the way of oppor-
tunity: to be builders as they were. Because
he establishes both a way and a warning:
‘‘We may please ourselves with the prospect
of free and popular governments. God grant
us the way. But I fear that in every assem-
bly, members will obtain an influence by
noise not sense, by meanness not greatness,
by ignorance not learning, by contracted
hearts not large souls. There is one thing my
dear sir that must be attempted and most sa-
credly observed or we are all undone. There
must be decency and respect and veneration
introduced for persons of every rank or we
are undone. In a popular government this is
our only way.’’

I salute you all. I salute you as a fellow
citizen, as a fellow American, as the father
of five children, as the grandfather of nine
children. I salute you as one who has spent a
good part of his working life trying to write
some of the history of your great institution.

Our country deserves better—from all of
us. But we look especially to our leaders as
we should rightfully do. And there are no
more important leaders than you. We don’t
expect you to be perfect. We do expect hard
work, diligence, imagination, a little humor,
civility, and especially, the sense that there
is really no limitation to what we, a free
people, can do. And that, with the grace of
God, and a common sense of purpose, there is
no limit—which has always been at the heart
of the vision of American since the begin-
ning.
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TRIBUTE TO MR. JOSÉ ‘‘JOE’’
TORRES

HON. JOSÉ E. SERRANO
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay
tribute to Mr. José ‘‘Joe’’ Torres, an artist in
the culinary field who for many years has sat-
isfied the most demanding palates at Jimmy’s
Bronx Cafe, in the Bronx, NY.

Mr. Torres was recognized for his culinary
ability in an article written by Josue R. Rivas
which was published in El Diario, on Decem-
ber 18, 1996.

A chef of Puerto Rican cuisine ‘‘por
excelencia,’’ Joe was born in Guaynabo, PR.
He credits his success to his mother, from
whom he first learned the art of cooking, and
later on, to the chefs with whom he worked in
New York City.

At Jimmy’s, Joe cooks everything and for all
occasions. One of his most overwhelming and,
at the same time, joyous times, is the Christ-
mas holiday season. He prepares the best
Puerto Rican roast pork, rice with black-eyed
peas, and ‘‘pasteles,’’ plantain dough filled
with roast pork and vegetables. The food is so
delicious that one almost forgets to leave
room to try his ‘‘coquito,’’ his glorious coconut
egg nog, for dessert.

Almost a synonym for the restaurant where
he works, Joe Torres welcomes the clientele
at Jimmy’s Bronx Cafe with the same warmth
with which he would receive friends and rel-
atives at home. At age 50, he is one of the
best chefs of Puerto Rican cooking in New
York City.

Even though I share Joe’s name and Puerto
Rican origins, I must admit I do not share his
ability for cooking. Hence, I feel most privi-
leged to try his dishes when I visit Jimmy’s
Bronx Cafe.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
in recognizing José ‘‘Joe’’ Torres, for his ex-
traordinary culinary ability and for giving to all
of us visitors to Jimmy’s Bronx Cafe the joy of
tasting delicious Puerto Rican cuisine.

f

RECOGNIZING A UNIQUE PARTNER-
SHIP IN THE CREATION OF AF-
FORDABLE HOMES

HON. JERRY LEWIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, an
amazing and largely untold story has been de-
veloping for the past decade as nonprofits
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throughout the Nation move block-by-block to
provide new homes in America’s low-income
neighborhoods and, at the same time, reinvig-
orate communities. To underscore these suc-
cesses, Habitat for Humanity International,
Local Initiatives Support Corporation [LISC],
the Enterprise Foundation, and the National
NeighborWorks Network are joining together
to make an unprecedented commitment and
challenge that will touch the lives of millions of
people in communities across the country.

Today, these four organizations announced
a multibillion-dollar commitment to develop
safe, decent, and affordable housing and have
challenged Congress and the Nation to join
them in this deeper commitment.

The $13 billion commitment is projected to
generate 193,800 affordable homes and apart-
ments in 2,475 urban, suburban, and rural
communities. The homes they will provide
range from remodeling and modernizing multi-
family apartment buildings to constructing new
homes for sale to low-income families. The ini-
tiative will touch neighborhoods across the
country in farm towns and in dense urban
inner cities. Tens of thousands of jobs will be
created and tens of billions of dollars in private
investment will be stimulated.

And, Mr. Speaker, knowing of the past suc-
cesses of each of these nonprofits, I am con-
vinced that their commitment to this initiative
will result in the exciting goals they have set
for themselves.

Congress can be an active partner in reach-
ing these goals by continuing to provide the
necessary tools to enable individuals, cor-
porate leaders, philanthropic institutions, and
others to continue to expand their support of
providing more affordable homes. For exam-
ple, programs like the Low Income Housing
Tax Credit, Community Development Block
Grants, the Community Reinvestment Act, the
Earned Income Tax Credit, Rural Homeowner-
ship, HOME and Housing Opportunity Pro-
gram are just a few of the programs that are
uniquely effective and efficient in channeling
private resources into community renewal and
stretching scarce public dollars.

I am pleased to join these organizations in
celebrating these success stories and call
upon my colleagues to make housing issues a
priority in their legislative agendas.
f

TOM NEWSHAM: A LAW ENFORCE-
MENT OFFICER OF HONOR AND
INTEGRITY

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997
Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, the strength of

this country rests among a select group of
men and women that are entrusted with the
responsibility of public safety. These individ-
uals put their own lives at risk to that neigh-
borhoods across the country are kept safe and
citizens in these neighborhoods feel personally
secure.

I would like to take this time to commend a
man of great honor and integrity that has de-
voted his life to keeping communities safe.
This man is Bay County deputy sheriff Thom-
as A. Newsham, who has served as a police
officer in Michigan for over 20 years.

In 1974 Tom started his career in law en-
forcement when he was hired at the Bay

County Sheriff’s Department as a deputy sher-
iff for road patrol. Tom performed admirably in
this position for many years and received
number distinctions along the way. These in-
clude a Meritorious Service Award for excel-
lence and dedication and an Exemplary Serv-
ice Award for his work at a crisis hotline.

In 1984 Tom was promoted to sergeant II
on road patrol and shortly thereafter received
a supervisory certificate at the Law Enforce-
ment Officer Training Council. As Tom was
moving up professionally, he began to devote
more time to a personal priority of his—keep-
ing children off drugs. Tom committed himself
to learning how to counsel kids to stay off
drugs through Drug Abuse Resistance Edu-
cation and D.A.R.E. instruction. In 1995 Tom
became a D.A.R.E. officer, going to different
schools to talk to kids about their opportunities
in life and to discourage them from using
drugs.

At the same time, Tom was taking classes
in community policing services from Lansing
Community College, earned his B.A. from
Saginaw Valley State University and received
advanced training in critical incident stress de-
briefing.

This month, Tom is retiring from the Bay
County Sheriff’s Department and I think all
would agree that we are losing an outstanding
law enforcement officer who combines skill,
professionalism, and compassion. I want to
thank Tom for his years of service to the com-
munity which I represent here in Congress
and to wish him all the best in his retirement
years.
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TRIBUTE TO BARB MCTURK

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity today to honor the hard
work and strong leadership of one of our par-
ty’s most dedicated volunteers. For the past 4
years, Barb McTurk has served as vice chair-
woman of the Colorado Republican Party, and
for the past 2 she has served simultaneously
as its volunteer executive director. Since tak-
ing office in 1993, Ms. McTurk has worked
tirelessly on behalf of the Republican Party
and its candidates. She has striven to ad-
vance the principles of the Republican Party
while maintaining the highest level of integrity
and earning the respect of friend and foe
alike. Her record of achievement is truly im-
pressive.

Ms. McTurk’s work has resulted in Repub-
lican gains across Colorado as well as an in-
crease in voter participation—an essential ele-
ment of our representative process. Our gains
in registered Republican voters, gains in the
State legislative majority and gains in Repub-
lican held statewide elected offices are due in
large part to the Herculean efforts of Barb
McTurk. These gains have elevated the Colo-
rado Republican Party to its strongest level in
years.

Mr. Speaker, the political process depends
on the hard work of volunteers as well as the
ability of all of us to engage in constructive
and informative political discourse. As Barb
McTurk ends her tenure as chairwoman of the
Colorado Republican party, I, along with the

rest of the Republicans in the Colorado con-
gressional delegation, want to thank her for
her commitment to our cause and convey our
utmost respect which she so rightfully de-
serves.
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INDIAN CHILD WELFARE ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1997

HON. GEORGE MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker,
today, I am cosponsoring the Indian Child
Welfare Act Amendments of 1997, a timely bill
that reflects a carefully crafted compromise
between the interests of Indian tribes seeking
to protect their culture and heritage and the in-
terests of non-Indians seeking greater clarity
and security in the implementation of the In-
dian Child Welfare Act of 1978.

This bill is virtually the same bill that I co-
sponsored last year along with the chairman
of the Resources Committee, Representative
DON YOUNG, and the bill is the direct result of
several high-profile adoption cases involving
the adoption of Indian children. These cases,
involving lengthy disputes under the Indian
Child Welfare Act, focused our attention on
whether the act fairly, and to the greatest de-
gree possible, took into account the best inter-
ests of the children, the parents, and the
tribes.

In the last Congress, early attempts to rec-
tify these problems were misdirected and
would have amended the Indian Child Welfare
Act to severely limit its scope and the protec-
tions it affords Indian children, parents, and
tribes. The first proposed amendments to the
act were drafted without any input at all by In-
dian tribes or by members of the committee of
jurisdiction, the Resources Committee. The
amendments survived a close vote on the
House floor, but failed to make it out of com-
mittee in the Senate.

Recognizing the need for legislation, how-
ever, we immediately initiated discussions with
Indian tribes to lay the foundation for com-
promise legislation. The tribes in turn prepared
draft legislation that was then shared and ne-
gotiated with adoption professionals, including
attorneys, who ultimately endorsed the new
legislation. Proponents of the compromise leg-
islation now include the American Academy of
Adoption Attorneys and Jane Gorman, the at-
torney who represented the family in the Rost
case.

This bill is intended to strengthen the act, to
protect the lives and future of Indian children
first and foremost. This bill was crafted not
only with the input of the tribes but also with
the input of the attorney for the Rost family,
whose well-publicized case was one of the
adoption cases that sparked this debate. We
understand that to a few parties on either side
of the debate this bill may not seem perfect.
Few compromises are. But what this bill does
is truly important. This bill helps Indian chil-
dren by providing allowing adoptions to move
forward quickly and with greater certainty. This
bill places limitations on when Indian tribes
and families may intervene in the adoption
process. Yet at the same time, this bill pro-
tects the fundamental rights of tribal sov-
ereignty.
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The point is that this bill places the interests

of Indian children above all else, first by en-
suring that they will have as equal a chance
as any other children at having a loving family
and a home and second, by protecting their
interests in their own culture and heritage.

For the benefit of those new to this debate,
I would like to provide a short background of
the events that led to the enactment of the
original Indian Child Welfare Act and what the
new amendments that I and Chairman YOUNG
are proposing would do.

The Indian Child Welfare Act [ICWA] was
enacted in 1978 in response to the wide-
spread removal of Indian children from Indian
families and placement with non-Indian fami-
lies or institutions. Prior to ICWA, House hear-
ings yielded information which demonstrated
that between 1969 and 1974, 25 to 35 percent
of all Indian children had been separated from
their families and placed in adoptive families,
foster care, or institutions. The Resources
Committee reported in 1978 that ‘‘[t]he whole-
sale separation of Indian children from their
families is perhaps the most tragic and de-
structive aspect of American Indian life today.’’

In 1978, Chief Calvin Isaac of the Mis-
sissippi band of Choctaw Indians testified at
hearings before the House about the cause for
the large removal of Indian children:

One of the most serious failings of the
present system is that Indian children are
removed from the custody of their natural
parents by nontribal government authorities
who have no basis for intelligently evaluat-
ing the cultural and social premises underly-
ing Indian home life and childrearing. Many
of the individuals who decide the fate of our
children are at best ignorant of our cultural
values, and at worst contemptful of the In-
dian way and convinced that removal, usu-
ally to a non-Indian household or institu-
tion, can only benefit an Indian child.

Removal of Indian children from Indian fami-
lies led not only to social harm to the Indian
parents and adopted children, but also to
harm to the tribes who were essentially losing
their own members. Chief Isaac added that—

Culturally, the chances of Indian survival
are significantly reduced if our children, the
only real means for the transmission of the
tribal heritage, are to be raised in non-In-
dian homes and denied exposure to the ways
of their People. Furthermore, these practices
seriously undercut the tribes’ ability to con-
tinue as self-government communities.

Congress enacted ICWA to address these
concerns, declaring that ‘‘it is the policy of this
Nation to protect the best interests of Indian
children and to promote the stability and secu-
rity of Indian tribes and families by the estab-
lishment of minimum Federal standards for the
removal of Indian children from their families
* * *.’’ 25 U.S.C. 1902. Furthermore, Con-
gress ‘‘has assumed the responsibility for the
protection and preservation of Indian tribes
and their resources’’ and ‘‘that there is no re-
source that is more vital to the continued ex-
istence and integrity of Indian tribes than their
children.’’ 25 U.S.C. 1901 (2), (3).

It is worth pointing out that Congress en-
acted ICWA in recognition of two equally im-
portant interests—that of the Indian child, and
that of the Indian tribe in the child. In a land-
mark ruling, the Supreme Court in the
Holyfield case highlighted the latter interest,
saying:

The protection of this tribal interest is at
the core of ICWA, which recognizes that the

tribe has an interest in the child which is
distinct but on a parity with the interest of
the parents.

One result of the passage ICWA has been
the development and implementation of tribal
juvenile codes, juvenile courts tribal standards,
and child welfare services. Today, almost
every Indian tribe provides child welfare serv-
ices to their own children.

Recent studies indicate that ICWA has had
a positive effect in redressing the wrongs
caused by the removal of Indian children from
their families. In 1978, Congress found evi-
dence that state courts and child welfare work-
ers placed over ninety percent of adopted
American Indian children in non-Indian homes.
Sixteen years later, studies indicate that less
than 60 percent are adopted by non-Indians.
Note, When Judicial Flexibility Becomes
Abuse of Discretion: Eliminating the Good
Cause Exception in Indian Child Welfare Act
Adoptive Placements, 79 Minn. L. Rev. 1167,
1167–68 (1995). A 1987 report revealed an
overall reduction in foster care placement in
the early 1980’s after enactment of the Act.
See Note, The Best Interests of Indian Chil-
dren in Minnesota, 17 American Indian L. Rev.
237, 246–47 (1992). A 1988 report indicated
that ICWA had motivated courts and agencies
to place greater numbers of Indian children
into Indian homes. Id.

In other words, ICWA is starting to work
well. Indian children have been placed in lov-
ing homes and the removal of children from
their culture has diminished. Unlike other mi-
nority cases, there is no shortage of families
willing to adopt Indian children. Less than one-
half of one-tenth of all Indian adoption cases
since passage of ICWA have caused prob-
lems.

Although ICWA gives tribes the right to play
a role in all cases involving their own children,
unfortunately, the law does not always require
that parents, their attorneys, or adoption agen-
cies notify the courts or the tribes when such
a case is pending. The problem is that some
in the adoption profession fear that by notify-
ing the courts that an Indian child is involved
in an adoption proceeding, they either will bog
down the proceedings or scare off potential
adoptive parents. Often, the tribes are given
no notification while parties to the adoption are
encouraged to conceal the child’s Indian iden-
tity, causing the number of cases where the
intent of the law has been skirted to multiply
rapidly. The consequences of this noncompli-
ance can lead to emotionally troubling results
for everyone involved.

The bill that I am cosponsoring corrects
these problems.

Here’s exactly what the bill does. The Indian
Child Welfare Act Amendments of 1997 would
provide Indian tribes with notice of voluntary
adoption proceedings. Currently, the Act re-
quires that tribes receive notice of involuntary
proceedings but not voluntary proceedings.
The bill would also limit when and how Indian
tribes and families can intervene in Indian
adoption cases. Tribes would only be per-
mitted to intervene, first, within 30 days of no-
tification of a termination of parental rights pro-
ceeding, second, within 90 days of notification
of an adoptive placement, or third, within 30
days of notification of an adoptive proceeding.
A tribal waiver of its right to intervene will be
considered final. Furthermore, a tribe seeking
to intervene must provide a certification that
the Indian child is, or is eligible to become, a

member of the tribe. The bill would also limit
the period of time within which Indian birth
parents can withdraw their consent to adoption
or termination of parental rights. A birth parent
can only withdraw consent to adoption up to
30 days after commencement of adoption pro-
ceedings, up to 6 months after notification to
the tribe if no proceedings have begun, or up
to the entry of a final adoption order, which-
ever comes first. The bill also encourages
tribes and adoptive families to enter into vol-
untary open adoptions and visitation arrange-
ments and authorizes such arrangements in
States that prohibit such arrangements. Fi-
nally, the bill applies penalties for fraud and
misrepresentation by applying criminal sanc-
tions to persons, other than birth parents, who
attempt to hide the fact that an Indian child is
the subject of a child custody proceeding or
that one of the child’s parents is an Indian.

I believe that these provisions are fair and
will encourage, not prevent, the placement of
Indians in caring homes and families.

Some have tried to blame the few but well-
publicized failures on the Indians, some have
concluded that rolling back the ICWA is nec-
essary to prevent future miscarriages of jus-
tice, and some have even asserted that they
are doing it with the best interests of the In-
dian at heart. But Indian people have heard
claims like these all too many times before.
We understand how hard it must be for them
to live with this rhetoric, especially when the
stakes are so high. We must all bear in mind
that from an Indian perspective, it is the very
future of their people and their culture that is
at stake.

It is time for non-Indians to understand that
Indian families are not necessarily opposed to
other people raising their children and giving
them loving homes. But it is even more critical
that they understand that Indian people must
have a voice in these adoptions and that their
voices be heard for the good of everyone.

Although we in Congress are often the first
to prescribe what is best for American Indians,
we usually fail in our attempts to deliver on
our promises, largely due to our unwillingness
to listen to the very people we’re trying to
help. I have listened to the tribes, and to the
families this time and I believe that the Indian
Child Welfare Act Amendments of 1997 is a
fair and balanced approach that can bring
peoples and cultures together, not divide them
apart.
f

COMMISSION ON SERVICEMEM-
BERS AND VETERANS TRANSI-
TION ASSISTANCE

HON. BOB STUMP
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
inform Members of the House of Representa-
tives that the Commission on Servicemembers
and Veterans Transition Assistance held its
initial meeting on February 26, 1997. The
Commission was created by Public Law 104–
275 to advise Congress on the effectiveness
of programs designed to assist servicemem-
bers and their families in their transition from
active duty to civilian life. The Commission is
also charged with studying veterans readjust-
ment benefits to determine how well they are
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meeting the objective of facilitating veterans
readjustment.

The Commission members elected Mr. An-
thony Principi to serve as chairman and Mr.
Kim Wincup as vice chairman. Mr. Principi is
a former Deputy Secretary and Acting Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs and Mr. Wincup is a
former Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
(Acquisition) and Assistant Secretary of the
Army (Manpower and Reserve Affairs). Both
of these commissioners also have significant
experience on Capitol Hill, and are well known
in military and veterans circles. The additional
10 Commission members are: Gen. James B.
Davis (Ret.), Mr. Richard Johnson, Mr. Mack
Fleming, Mr. Tom Harvey, Lt. Col. Renee
Priore (Ret.), Brig. Gen. Robert (Steve) Ste-
phens (Ret.), Mr. Ron Drach, Mr. Christopher
Jehn, Lt. Gen. Edgar Chavarrie (Ret.), and Mr.
Michael Blecker. Each of the members has re-
sponsibilities outside of the Commission, and
I appreciate the job they are about to take on.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to address what I
feel to be the most important objective for the
Commission to accomplish. We have a wide
variety of benefits for veterans and active duty
members about to leave the service. These
programs have been put in place over the
years as Congress saw a need and had the
resources to meet those needs.

The Commission’s challenge, as I see it, is
to determine whether these programs work
well as a transition and readjustment package.
For all that our servicemembers do in service
to our country, we owe them as smooth a re-
turn to civilian life as possible, and this Com-
mission’s job is to provide us with an inde-
pendent analysis on how well the package of
programs and benefits are doing the job. Each
Commission member has a diverse and
knowledgeable background in the areas of
military and veterans’ affairs, and I am con-
fident that they can meet this challenge.
f

THE COST OF LIVING
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 1997

HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997
Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

address an issue that affects millions of Amer-
icans. As you all know, the recently released
Boskin Commission concluded that the
Consumer Price Index [CPI] overstates the
rate of inflation by 1.1 percent. In light of this
finding, several changes to the way in which
the CPI is calculated have been proposed.
Members of Congress, the President, and
other government officials have different ideas
on whether the Bureau of Labor Statistics
[BLS] should continue to adjust the CPI when
necessary or if an independent commission
should make any needed changes. However,
one element is lacking with these proposals:
accountability.

Whether we continue to have the Bureau of
Labor Statistics determine the CPI, or pass
that responsibility along to an independent
commission, or choose another alternative,
Members of Congress have a duty to ensure
that any changes to the CPI are in the best in-
terest of our citizens. We must be held to a
vote on the matter.

There are tough choices ahead in our quest
to balance the budget. Federal benefits whose

COLA’s are linked to the CPI include: Social
Security, Federal employee and military retire-
ment, veterans pensions, child nutrition pro-
grams, and the Earned Income Tax Credit
[EITC]. In addition, income tax brackets are
also determined by the CPI. A quick fix to the
problem of balancing the budget could be sim-
ply to adjust the rate of inflation, which would
lower payments for recipients of benefits of all
of the above programs and raise taxes. But
quick fixes rarely solve the problem over the
long run. We should not use the CPI as a
budget balancing tool.

The CPI is a cash cow that some Repub-
licans are trying to use to achieve their budget
goals. They are shopping for a commission to
do the BLS’s job, because they want the CPI
decreased, and the BLS is not moving quickly
enough for them. If the BLS was not being
pressured by these Republicans and some in
the Administration to recalculate this index to
their specifications, this bill would not be nec-
essary.

The Republicans want the President to
change the CPI administratively. They want
this to be done so that when our seniors’ So-
cial Security COLA’s are reduced, they can
blame it on someone else. They are hiding be-
hind someone else’s decision instead of hold-
ing themselves accountable for these ex-
tremely difficult budget decisions facing this
Congress.

The BLS and its commissioner, Katharine
Abraham, are moving as quickly as they can
to examine if any changes should be made to
the CPI. This is not an expert science, but it
is the best system we have. The BLS econo-
mists are experts, and should be the ones to
continue to make these important calculations.

My legislation does not offer any particular
solution to fix the CPI. Instead, it simply re-
quires that any proposed changes be ap-
proved by the Congress. During consideration
of the fiscal year 1996 Labor-HHS appropria-
tions bill, I, along with Representative BARNEY
FRANK, offered an amendment which would
protect Social Security COLA’s, among other
things, from unfair cuts by requiring Congres-
sional approval of any changes in the formula
used to calculate the CPI. My amendment was
passed by the House, but later dropped in the
House-Senate conference on the bill.

My amendment has now been reintroduced
as a free standing measure. I hope that all of
my colleagues will join me and again decide to
be held accountable for any changes to the
many programs that are affected by changes
in the CPI.
f

INDIAN HILL PRIMARY’S
INTERNATIONAL PEACE MUSEUM

HON. ROB PORTMAN
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

share with my colleagues a wonderful event
that has taken place at a primary school I vis-
ited back home in the district I represent.

The students at Indian Hill Primary have
been learning about the many opportunities
available to them on the Internet. The teach-
ers have made this new technology an integral
part of their lesson plans which, as the prin-
cipal said, makes their daily lessons come
alive.

For example, second grade students, moti-
vated by the example set by Dr. Martin Luther
King in his battle for equality through non-
violent protest, decided to share what peace
means to them. With innovative leadership
from teachers, facilitators, and the creativity of
the students, their efforts culminated in the
creation of the ‘‘International Peace Museum.’’

This museum web site includes the stu-
dents’ definitions of peace, while also display-
ing the second graders’ illustrations. Because
they invite other classes, students, leaders,
and governments from around the world to
contribute, the students at Indian Hill Primary
have already heard from schools in Bermuda,
Canada, and throughout the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I commend Indian Hill Pri-
mary’s International Peace Museum.
f

INTRODUCTION OF INDIAN CHILD
WELFARE ACT AMENDMENTS

HON. DON YOUNG
OF ALASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I am

pleased to offer legislation with the ranking mi-
nority member of the Resources Committee,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER. The 104th Congress con-
sidered several legislative bills to amend the
Indian Child Welfare Act [ICWA], however,
none of the legislative measures were enacted
into law. In May 1996, the Committee on Re-
sources and I directed the Tanana Chiefs
Conference to begin a consultation effort with
the American Academy of Adoption Attorneys,
National Indian Child Welfare Association, and
tribes to draft ICWA legislation.

Last year, tribal representatives met in
Tulsa, OK, to reach a consensus to address
concerns expressed with the ICWA. This legis-
lation contains identical language which was
drafted and agreed to by the Academy of
Adoption Attorneys and tribal representatives
in H.R. 3828. H.R. 3828 was favorably re-
ported out of the Committee on Resources,
however it was not considered by the House
in the 104th Congress. This legislation ad-
dresses many of the concerns of the adoption
of native children by providing notice to tribes
for voluntary adoptions, terminations of paren-
tal rights, and foster care proceedings. It pro-
vides for time lines for tribal intervention in vol-
untary cases and provides criminal sanctions
to discourage fraudulent practices in Indian
adoptions. The proposal provides for open
adoptions in States where State law prohibits
them and clarifies tribal courts authority to de-
clare children wards of the tribal courts. Addi-
tionally, it clarifies the limits on withdrawals of
parental consent to adoptions. In addition, it
states that attorneys and public and private
agencies have a duty to inform Indian parents
of their rights under ICWA, and provides for
tribal membership certification in adoptions.
These reforms resolve the ambiguities in cur-
rent law which resulted in needless litigation,
and have disrupted Indian adoption place-
ments without reducing this country’s commit-
ment to protect native American families and
promote the best interest of native children.

Mr. Speaker, all of the provisions contained
in this bill have been tentatively embraced by
the Academy of Adoption Attorneys and tribal
representatives. My committee will seek addi-
tional input from the Department of Justice,
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the Department of the Interior, and the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services. Last
year, both the Department of Justice and the
Department of the Interior embraced identical
ICWA legislation. Additionally, Jane Gorman,
the attorney for the Rost family embraced and
supported passage of this legislation in the
104th Congress. The Rost case has been a
sad and tragic case which was caused by an
attorney who tried to cover up the natural par-
ent’s tribal membership and purposefully
avoided checking with the grandparents and
extended family of the children to see if the
family was available to adopt these children.
The sad part is that this attorney did not vio-
late the law, but he inflicted sorrow on the
Rosts, the grandparents of the children, and
ultimately on the children themselves. This
proposed legislation will impose criminal sanc-
tions on attorneys who violate ICWA require-
ments in the adoptions of a native child. In
closing, I believe we have acceptable legisla-
tion which will protect the interests of adoptive
parents, native extended families, and most
importantly, Alaska Native and American In-
dian children.
f

TRIBUTE TO JAIME ‘‘JIMMY’’
RODRÍGUEZ

HON. JOSÉ E. SERRANO
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay

tribute to Mr. Jaime Rodrı́guez, a successful
Puerto Rican entrepreneur, a community activ-
ist, and a role model in the Bronx community.

Jimmy, as most of his friends and associ-
ates know him, is the owner of a very popular
restaurant and sports bar in the Bronx—Jim-
my’s Bronx Cafe.

Jimmy’s Bronx Cafe offers some of the best
Puerto Rican cuisine in New York City. The
restaurant’s success is credited to Jimmy’s
managerial skills and superb taste for food.

As a young man, Jimmy was resolute in his
studies as well as in following in his father’s
footsteps by taking interest in the seafood
business. He learned the business from the
ground up and had the opportunity to open the
seafood restaurant ‘‘Marisco del Caribe.’’ Later
on, he expanded it to what is now Jimmy’s
Bronx Cafe.

A good friend and mentor, Jimmy has been
committed to giving back to the community in
which he was born and raised. Together with
the Hispanic Federation of New York City,
Jimmy helped to gather toys and hosted a toy
drive at his restaurant this past ‘‘Three Kings
Day,’’ a Christmas tradition in Hispanic com-
munities.

Jimmy has sponsored 106 little league
teams and donates frequently to local char-
ities. Among these, Jimmy donates food regu-
larly to the home-shelter Teresa Haven and to
the senior citizen center ‘‘Los Abuelitos,’’ The
Grandparents. Jimmy also contributes to
Christmas in April, an organization which
every year assists in renovating homes for
senior citizens.

Besides his charity work, Jimmy participates
in numerous community and advisory boards,
including his membership with the Hispanic
Federation of New York City.

As a visionary businessman, Jimmy has
plans to open La Terraza Dinner Theater,

Bronx Tours Entertainment and Cultural Tours,
and other restaurants, like Jimmy’s Bronx
Cafe, in various cities.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
in recognizing Mr. Jaime ‘‘Jimmy’’ Rodrı́guez
for his entrepreneurial spirit and community
activism which have served well our Bronx
community and the Nation.
f

OUR FOUNDING FATHER’S ADVICE

HON. NEWT GINGRICH
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, a free society
has to maintain a balance between healthy
partisan disagreements and a destructive spirit
of faction. Congresswoman JUANITA
MILLENDER-MCDONALD shared with her col-
leagues this last weekend a letter quoting
George Washington’s Farewell Address. I be-
lieve Members, staff and interested citizens
will find her letter and our Founding Father’s
advice helpful as this 105th Congress devel-
ops. I submit the letter into the RECORD.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, March 6, 1997.
DEAR COLLEAGUE: I am writing to share

with you portions of George Washington’s
Farewell Address. I have recently revisited
this timeless document and was stuck anew
by the utter timeless of our first American
President’s insights into the well-being and
health of our great Union—even though
President Washington penned these words
over 200 years ago! As Members of the 105th
Congress, we may do well to consider Presi-
dent Washington’s, admonitions to ensure
productive government, sound legislation,
and a strong Union:

‘‘I have already intimated to you the dan-
ger of parties in the State. . . . Let me now
take a more comprehensive view, and warm
you in the most solemn manner against the
baneful effects of the spirit of party gen-
erally.

‘‘This spirit, unfortunately, is inseparable
from our nature, having its root in the
strongest passions of the human mind. It ex-
ists under different shapes in all govern-
ments, more or less stifled, controlled, or re-
pressed; but in those of the popular form it
is seen in its greatest rankness and is truly
the worst enemy. . . .

‘‘It serves always to distract the public
councils and enfeeble the public administra-
tion. It agitates the community with ill-
founded jealousies and false alarms; kindles
the animosity of one part of against another;
foments occasionally riot and insurrection.
It opens the door to foreign influence and
corruption, which find a facilitated access to
the government itself through the channels
of party passion. Thus the policy and the
will of one county are subjected to the policy
and will of another.

‘‘There is an opinion that parties in free
countries are useful checks upon the admin-
istration of the government and serve to
keep the spirit of liberty. This within certain
limits is probably true; and in governments
of a monarchical cast patriotism may look
with indulgence, if not favor, upon the spirit
of party. But in those of the popular char-
acter, in governments purely elective, it is a
spirit not to be encouraged. From their natu-
ral tendency it is certain there will always
be enough of that spirit for every salutary
purpose; and there being constant danger of
excess, the effort ought to be force of public

opinion to mitigate and assuage it. A fire not
to be quenched, it demands a uniform vigi-
lance to prevent its bursting into a flame,
lest, instead of warming, it should
consume.’’

These words of one of our Nation’s found-
ers reiterate the historical mandate for
Members of Congress to approach our rep-
resentative roles in a collegial and bi-par-
tisan manner for the benefit of our country.
If you would like a copy of President Wash-
ington’s complete Farewell Address, please
call my Chief of Staff Andrea D. Martin at 5–
7924.

Warm regards,
JUANITA MILLENDER-MCDONALD,

Member of Congress.

f

IN HONOR OF DR. GARY R. MAITA,
D.M.D.: AN OUTSTANDING INDI-
VIDUAL AND VALUED COMMU-
NITY MEMBER

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today

to pay tribute to a truly unique individual, Dr.
Gary Maita, whose dedication to his commu-
nity will long be remembered by his family,
friends, and community. Dr. Maita’s longtime
dedication to others will be honored with a tes-
timonial dinner on March 14, 1997, at the F.A.
MacKenzie Post in Bayonne.

This well deserved recognition will celebrate
Dr. Maita’s many selfless contributions. His
odyssey of community service began at an
early age when he attended both Assumption
Grammar School and Marist High School.
Here is where Dr. Maita’s love of education
and the interests of young people developed.
He subsequently attended both Stockton State
College and the University of Medicine and
Dentistry of New Jersey, and became a re-
spected member of the medical profession.
Many people in Bayonne and Hudson County
owe their broad smile to the expertise of Dr.
Maita.

Dr. Maita’s life has been dedicated to the
enhancement of the lives of the children of his
community. His own attainment of the Silver
Beaver Scout Award set the stage for a life-
time of meritorious achievement. Dr. Maita has
served the educational needs of the boys and
girls of the local area through numerous posi-
tions he has held in Hudson County; including,
vice president of the Bayonne Board of Edu-
cation, president of the Bayonne Council, Boy
Scouts of America, and a sponsor of Bayonne
Youth Soccer League. Children are not the
only people fortunate enough to have bene-
fited from Dr. Maita’s exceptional commitment
to the Bayonne community. Additionally, he
has served as a member of the Bayonne
Chapter of Unico, executive board member of
the Hudson Liberty Council, and president of
the Bayonne Chapter of Rotary International.

While Dr. Maita is always willing to lend a
hand to others in his community, his heart be-
longs to his beloved family. He is the proud
son of Anthony and Ann Maita, two pillars of
the Bayonne area. Dr. Maita is married to the
former Mariann Leszynski. This joyful union
has brought a permanent smile to the faces of
both Dr. and Mrs. Maita through the birth of
their son, Andrew.

It is an honor to applaud the many accom-
plishments of Dr. Gary R. Maita. He has pro-
vided great joy and medical care to the lives
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of his family and community during his out-
standing career.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE UNIT-
ED BROTHERHOOD OF CAR-
PENTERS AND JOINERS OF
AMERICA, LOCAL UNION NO. 599
OF HAMMOND, IN

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, as a native
of northwest Indiana, I have witnessed a
great, unfolding story. This story is one of
pride and principle, enterprise and excellence.
It is the story of American workers given the
chance to contribute to society, with the labor
movement’s guiding hand. Today, I would like
to call your attention to 45 men of the United
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of
America, Local Union No. 599, of Hammond,
IN, who will be recognized for 25 years or
more of service. They will be recognized dur-
ing a pin ceremony at a banquet to be held on
March 15, 1997, at Carpenters Hall in Ham-
mond, IN.

The Carpenters Local No. 599, which re-
ceived its charter in 1899, will honor members
for their years of service. The members who
will be honored for 60 years of service include:
John Horvath and John Stolarz. The members
who will be honored for 55 years of service in-
clude: James Eminhizer, Frank Heitzman,
Russell Kelley, Ray Ligocki, Oscar Wahlstrom,
and Cecil Webb. The members who will be
honored for 50 years of service include: Fred
P. Dopoler, Carl O. Frisk, Michael Grimmer,
Lawrence A. Hess, Joseph H. Hoadley, Jo-
seph P. Lowry, Beryl Morris, Wayman Porter,
John Sowinski, Walter Spencer, and George
Warlsbaugh. The members who will be hon-
ored for 45 years of service include: Daniel D.
Deflorio, Jack W. Depew, John Crzych, Wil-
liam Luckiewicz, Herman K. Nashkoff, and Joe
Seneff. The members who will be honored for
40 years of service include: Edward A. Bulock,
Wallace Cieszkiewicz, Eugene J. Langel,
George Pooler, and Merlin Zahner. The mem-
bers who will be honored for 35 years of serv-
ice include: Melvin L. Blair, Richard Carnett,
Ralph C. Graham, Aloysius Sajdyk, and Wal-
ter Scott. The members who will be honored
for 30 years of service include: Roger Benson,
Jr., William Chick, Eugene D. Hartz, Steve
Hudi, Peter Lolkema, and Ronald L. Webster.
The members who will be honored for 25
years of service include: Arthur A. Bach, Lewis
Carver, John A. Tuskan, and Anthony R. Vigil.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my other col-
leagues to join me in commending these dedi-
cated members of the Carpenters Local No.
599 for their hard work in fulfilling the Amer-
ican dream. I offer my heartfelt congratulations
to these individuals, as they have worked ar-
duously to make this dream possible for oth-
ers. They have proven themselves to be dis-
tinguished advocates for the labor movement,
and they have made northwest Indiana a bet-
ter place in which to live and work.

IN HONOR OF THE HERRIN RO-
TARY CLUB IN CELEBRATION OF
THE DIAMOND ANNIVERSARY

HON. GLENN POSHARD
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
commemorate the 75th anniversary of the
Herrin Rotary Club, which was chartered on
February 27, 1922. This group of fine people
have a history of community service. The first
charter of Rotary clubs was started in 1905,
and during World War I they were the first
group to respond to the plight of war victims.

The Herrin Rotary Club aggressively at-
tacked their list of things to do in order to help
improve their community, such as help get
‘‘hard roads’’ in Blairsville Township, build a
bridge over Pond Creek on Freeman Road,
help put an extension to Route 148 for the city
of Ziegler, add a much-needed extension to
the Herrin water system, and financially con-
tribute to the Crippled Children’s School.

Many of the Herrin Rotary members rolled
up their sleeves and went to work by super-
vising the public playgrounds, aided in the
erection of a Scout cabin, worked on mosquito
abatement, and provided student loans. And
this was just the beginning. As they pro-
gressed in the 1950’s, the new program con-
tinued to better serve the community. Being
able to accomplish so many tasks left an in-
delible impression on the people of Herrin, IL.
However, this is not the end, as this Rotary
club strives for continued excellence in serv-
ice.

Early in 1950, the Rotary constructed a pa-
vilion at the nearby city park, built two base-
ball dugouts, helped start a senior citizen pro-
gram, gave financial support to the United
Way, the Boy and Girl Scouts of America, pur-
chased safety equipment for the school-cross-
ing patrols, provided scholarships for Herrin
High School, and sponsored an international
family in their effort to get a new start in the
United States.

As the Herrin Rotary Club celebrates its Di-
amond Anniversary, I want to commend this
wonderful group of people who have contrib-
uted in putting together this celebration: Presi-
dent Jeff Waddell, President Emeritus Carl
Goodwin, and cabinet members Tom Cundiff,
Greg Haub, Bill Harmon, Steve Walker, Carol
Sluzevich, Dale Nofsinger, Gerald Bailey, and
the hundreds of other gracious volunteers who
have dedicated so much time, energy, and
love. It is a true privilege for me to represent
these fine citizens in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives.
f

HONORING DON BAIN

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity today to honor the hard
work and strong leadership of one of our Par-
ty’s most dedicated volunteers. For the past 4
years, Don Bain has served as chairman of
the Colorado Republican Party. Since taking
office in 1993, Chairman Bain has worked tire-

lessly on behalf of the Republican Party and
its candidates. He has striven to advance the
principles of the Republican Party while main-
taining the highest level of integrity and earn-
ing the respect of friend and foe alike. His
record of achievement is truly impressive.

Mr. Bain’s work has resulted in Republican
gains across Colorado as well as an increase
in voter participation—an essential element of
our representative process. Our gains in reg-
istered Republican voters, gains in the State
legislative majority and gains in Republican
held statewide elected offices are due in large
part to the Herculean efforts of Don Bain.
These gains have elevated the Colorado Re-
publican Party to its strongest level in years.

Mr. Speaker, the political process depends
on the hard work of volunteers as well as the
ability of all of us to engage in constructive
and informative political discourse. As Don
Bain ends his tenure as chairman of the Colo-
rado Republican Party, I, along with the rest of
the Republicans in the Colorado Congres-
sional Delegation, want to thank him for his
commitment to our cause and convey our ut-
most respect which he so rightfully deserves.
f

TRIBUTE TO BISHOP DAISY B.
GARVIN

HON. JOSÉ E. SERRANO
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Bishop Daisy B. Garvin for her
long and dedicated service to the community.

Bishop Garvin was born in Savannah, GA in
1924. She moved to New York City where she
earned a bachelors degree from the Manhat-
tan Bible Institute in 1958.

Over the past 35 years, Bishop Garvin has
served as the pastor of the Greater
Revivaltime House of Prayer. She is also the
spiritual leader of Greater Revivaltime House
of Prayer International, Inc. which oversees
churches in New York, Virginia, South Caro-
lina, and Florida.

Her ministry started in the Bronx in 1962
and was later moved to Harlem, where she
served for 25 years. In 1990, the church was
moved back to the Bronx, where she contin-
ues to faithfully serve the members of her min-
istry.

Through her church, Bishop Garvin has
given to those in need, both of spiritual guid-
ance and physical strength. With compassion
and the strength of a spiritual leader, she has
fed the hungry, clothed the poor, sheltered the
homeless, succored the sick, and guided the
young.

Bishop Garvin has helped reintegrate teen-
age runaways back into their families and
communities, and has assisted the victims of
drug abuse and AIDS. She has also tutored
children and adults in math, reading and writ-
ing. Her mission has been to set people free
from the bondage of poverty, despair, and sin.

Her formal education also includes a doctor-
ate in Philosophical Theology from Unite
Christian College, a doctorate in Divinity and a
bachelors degree in Theology, these two from
Dr. Rosalie Singleton School.

Bishop Garvin has served as a member of
the board of directors of the United Covenant
Sisters and Brothers International, Inc., the
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board of elders of the Morris Cerullo World
Evangelism, and as a member of Dr. Fred-
erick K. Price’s Ever Increasing Faith Network.
She is also the president and founder of the
Leadership Training School of Ministry.

Bishop Garvin has been honored with the
Great Women in History award by Bronx Bor-
ough president Fernando Ferrer, the Award of
Excellence by the National Black Association
of Minority Business Women, and the Woman
of Excellence Award by the New Greater
Bethel Ministries, to name just a few.

She is the widow of Mr. Arthur Garvin, with
whom she had a daughter who has followed
in her footsteps, Reverend Juanita Davis.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
in honoring Bishop Daisy B. Garvin for her
longstanding commitment and dedication to
those in need in the community.
f

REGARDING THE NEED TO SCHED-
ULE CAMPAIGN FINANCE RE-
FORM LEGISLATION IN THE
HOUSE

HON. GEORGE MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to submit for the RECORD a letter
signed by 112 Members of Congress to
Speaker NEWT GINGRICH and Minority Leader
RICHARD GEPHARDT calling for a commitment
to bring campaign finance reform legislation to
the House floor by the 100th of this Congress.

In the previous Congress we saw how much
could be accomplished in 100 days with the
political will to do so.

In this Congress, under Republican leader-
ship, we have accomplished precious little to
date this year. Worst of all, there has been
nothing but silence from the Republican lead-
ership on the need for reform of our campaign
finance laws.

Speaker GINGRICH has not responded to our
letter. However, others have called for fast ac-
tion.

The President has called for action by July
4. The Senate Democratic leader, TOM
DASCHLE, called for action early in the year.
Democratic Leader GEPHARDT has called for
action within 100 days, as have over 100
other House Members.

We must bring this issue to a vote early or
it will be delayed until it cannot be brought for-
ward at all.

I urge my colleagues to pressure the Re-
publican leadership to commit to bringing a re-
form bill to the floor.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 6, 1997.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker,
Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT,
Democratic Leader.

DEAR SIRS: I am respectfully submitting to
you additional signatures gathered during
the Holidays from our colleagues urging you
to schedule substantive campaign finance re-
form during the first 100 days of this Con-
gress. We must not let the congressional
schedule kill reform as it has in the past.
For your information, I am also enclosing
the original letter we submitted to you on
November 20.

With this second letter, 112 Members from
both parties are calling for fast action on

this urgent issue. I hope that we will be able
to accommodate this public priority.

Sincerely,
GEORGE MILLER, M.C.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, January 6, 1997.

Re Letter also sent to Representative Gep-
hardt.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House, U.S. House of Represent-

atives, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: In a November 20 let-

ter, 93 Members of Congress and Members-
Elect urged you to commit to passing com-
prehensive campaign finance reform within
the first 100 days of the new Congress. We are
writing today to make the same urgent re-
quest. No other legislation could do more to
end gridlock and begin to restore public con-
fidence in Congress’ ability to act on behalf
of the American people.

Several times in the past you and Mr. Gep-
hardt have stated your support for campaign
finance reform. We believe that for reform to
become a reality you must commit to pass-
ing it early in the new Congress. Any further
delay in passing tough reforms that impose
reasonable limitations on campaign financ-
ing and shut the loopholes once and for all is
inexcusable. The need for reform has been
dramatically apparent to us and to the pub-
lic for many years. But each Congress, cam-
paign finance reform legislation fails to be
enacted. And lack of time is often used as an
excuse.

We do not pretend that it will be easy to
craft legislation with which all Members and
the public will be pleased. But that is our
challenge and we believe enough information
and expertise exists to write an effective and
fair bill.

All reform options should be on the table,
including a constitutional amendment limit-
ing campaign expenditures, restrictions on
contributions from foreign-controlled inter-
ests, and limits on ‘‘soft money’’ spending
that indirectly benefits or attacks can-
didates.

As the last Congress showed, a determined
House of Representatives can pass complex
and sweeping legislation within 100 days.
There is no reason we cannot make—and
keep—a promise that campaign finance re-
form be our highest priority and approved
within the first 100 days of the 105th Con-
gress.

Again, as our colleagues previously wrote,
we respectfully urge you to commit now to
campaign finance reform passing in the first
100 days of the new Congress.

Sincerely,
Tom Davis, Lloyd Doggett, James Walsh,

Tom Campbell, Robert Underwood, Eni
Faleomavaega, John Lewis, Lee Hamil-
ton, Frank Tejeda, Phil English, Joe
Kennedy, Bernie Sanders, Henry Wax-
man, Ed Markey.

REPRESENTATIVE GEORGE MILLER, CAMPAIGN
FINANCE REFORM LETTER, COSIGNER LIST
NOVEMBER 20, 1996

Tom Allen.
Neil Abercrombie.
John Baldacci.
Tom Barrett.
Xavier Becerra.
Earl Blumenauer.
Leonard Boswell.
Walter Capps.
Bob Clement.
Gary Condit.
Merrill Cook.
Jerry Costello.
Danny Davis.
Jim Davis.
Peter DeFazio.

Peter Deutsch.
Diana DeGette.
William Delahunt.
Rosa De Lauro.
Ron Dellums.
Julian Dixon.
Chet Edwards.
Eliot Engel.
Anna Eshoo.
Bob Etheridge.
Lane Evans.
Sam Farr.
Bob Filner.
Thomas Foglietta.
Harold Ford, Jr.
Sam Gejdenson.
Gene Green.
Luis Gutierrez.
Tony Hall.
Jane Harman.
Bill Hefner.
Maurice Hinchey.
Tim Holden.
Marcy Kaptur.
Barbara Kennelly.
Ron Kind.
John LaFalce.
Tom Lantos.
Sander Levin.
Blanche Lambert Lincoln.
Zoe Lofgren.
Nita Lowey.
Carolyn McCarthy.
Jim McGovern.
Jim McDermott.
Paul McHale.
Cynthia McKinney.
Carolyn B. Maloney.
Jim Maloney.
Frank Mascara.
Martin Meehan.
Juanita Millender-McDonald.
David Minge.
Patsy Mink.
Alan Mollohan.
Jim Moran.
Connie Morella (signed her own letter of

support on November 22, 1996).
Jim Oberstar.
Bill Pascrell.
Ed Pastor.
Nancy Pelosi.
Collin C. Peterson.
Earl Pomeroy.
Glenn Poshard.
David Price.
Bill Richardson.
Carlos Romero-Barcelo.
Lucille Roybal-Allard.
Tom Sawyer.
Chuck Schumer.
Christopher Shays.
Louise McIntosh Slaughter.
David Skaggs.
Adam Smith.
Debbie Stabenow.
Pete Stark.
Bart Stupak.
Ellen Tauscher.
Karen Thurman.
John Tierney.
Bruce Vento.
Melvin Watt.
Robert Weygand.
Robert Wise.
Lynn Woolsey.
Sidney Yates.

GEORGE MILLER CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM
COSIGNERS TO JANUARY 6, 1997 LETTER

Tom Campbell.
Tom Davis.
Lloyd Doggett.
Phil English.
Lee Hamilton.
Joe Kennedy.
Frank Tejeda.
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James Walsh.
Robert Underwood.
Bernie Sanders.
Eni Faleomavaega.
Henry Waxman.
John Lewis.
Ed Markey.
Ken Bentsen.
Jim Turner.
Karen McCarthy.
Doug Bereuter.
F. Allen Boyd.

f

THE BAY CONCERT BAND: MAKING
BEAUTIFUL MUSIC FOR 20 YEARS

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I believe a com-
munity should not only be measured by its
economic strength and the values of its resi-
dents, but also by the diversity and vitality of
its artistic organizations. By these qualifica-
tions, I am proud to say that Bay City rises to
the occasion through the help of groups such
as the Bay Concert Band.

The Bay Concert Band is celebrating its
20th anniversary this year, which is a proud
and memorable occasion for everyone in-
volved with the band from the conductor to
members to listeners. The band has become
a staple of life in Bay City, as they have pro-
vided public entertainment every year with
scheduled concerts and with a free concert at
the band shell to kick off the Bay Arts Council
community concert series.

The initial idea behind the Bay Concert
Band, formulated 20 years ago, was to pro-
vide a venue for amateur musicians who had
perhaps played throughout school but put
down their instruments as adults. What a per-
fect idea to bring these individuals together so
that they could once again enjoy the pleasures
of playing in an organized band, and provide
entertainment to the community at the same
time.

Along with public performances, the Bay
Concert Band contributes to the community in
numerous other ways. It promotes scholarship
awards for accomplished musicians and fos-
ters both ensemble instrumental music as well
as solo performances.

The original conductor of the band, Wally
Cramer led these musicians for the first 5
years, and then Bob Story took over the
reigns for 14 years before he retired this past
year. The new band director, David Kjellberg,
will continue the tradition his predecessors
have set in the level of creativity and skill. I
join with all of the greater Bay Area to wish
them another 20 years of unqualified success.
f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO E.M. KNIGHT

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to pay tribute to Deacon E.M.
Knight, Sr., a country boy from Odenberg, LA,
born in 1912, a great community leader whose
recent passing will leave a great void in the

18th Congressional District and the city of
Houston. Deacon Knight moved to Texas after
completing high school.

He had been a faithful member of South
Park Baptist Church since 1976. He was the
first black person chosen to be chairman of
the Deacon’s Board for 3 consecutive years.
Prior to his service as deacon at South Park
Baptist, he served as a deacon at East Mac-
edonia Baptist Church.

Ellis M. Knight was married to Elease
Jamison for 37 years until her death. He is
survived by three sons; Ellis III, Ronald, and
Alan Wayne. He also has two grandchildren;
Sharmane and Andre Knight. His two living
sisters are Mary Harris and Loys Davis
Gatterson. He was married to Janet Jackson
in 1988.

Deacon Knight’s life was in constant motion.
He was the product of a long lifeline. His
mother missed the mark of 100 years of age
by only 3 weeks. His lifeline provided him
many memorable experiences. He served 4
years in the military, took many business and
professional courses, and had many challeng-
ing jobs, including 371⁄2 years as a union rep-
resentative and worked with Southern Pacific
Railroad.

E.M. Knight fostered black empowerment
through his participation with the NAACP and
voter registration efforts. He served on com-
mittees with local, State, and national elected
officials and officers. Through these political
involvements he had the opportunity to meet
past Presidents Kennedy, Johnson, and
Carter. He served on various boards. Among
them was the Gulf Coast Community Services
Board of Directors as Chair for 61⁄2 years. Dur-
ing his lifetime membership, he served two
terms as local branch president. Also, he
served two different terms as president of the
Harris County Council of Organizations
[HCCO]. As Pct. 240 Judge he served on the
Democratic Executive Committee since 1988.

Deacon Knight was also privileged to have
extensively traveled. In the military he visited
the Philippines, Australia, and parts of Asia.
His travel with South Park Baptist Church on
mission trips took him to Belize, Panama, San
Andres Island, and Colombia.

Deacon Knight was quite enthusiastic. His
drive came from his stated desire to help peo-
ple less fortunate than himself. One of his fa-
vorite Scriptures, Matthew 25:35, says: ‘‘For I
was hungry, and you gave me meat; I was
thirsty, and ye gave me drink; I was a strang-
er, and ye took me in.’’ He edifies this verse
through his church and community service. He
participated in community civic clubs and was
chairman of the Harris County Hospital Dis-
trict’s Martin Luther King Advisory Board. He
also served as chairman of the South Park
Baptist Church Food Ministry and creator and
chairman of the South Park Church Commu-
nity Service Center. He expressed a special
love for the Church’s Family Life Center. He
was the Chairperson of the Together We Build
financial drive to raise funds for the building of
the FLC. Another special interest was the jail
ministry which he was interested in implement-
ing.

E.M. Knight best summarized his life this
way: ‘‘I am blessed. Sometimes I’m sick, but
I’m not tired. I feel the Lord is not finished with
me yet.’’ He kept this spirit until the very end
and I am honored to have known and had as
a friend Deacon E.M. Knight, Sr.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

IN HONOR OF WOMEN’S INTER-
NATIONAL MONTH: RECOGNIZING
OUTSTANDING CONTRIBUTIONS
TO THE HISPANIC COMMUNITY

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to pay special tribute to six Hispanic-American
women for their distinguished public service
and selfless dedication to their community.
These exceptional individuals will be honored
by the National Association of Cuban Amer-
ican Women at its annual dinner on March 15,
1997, at Las Palmas Restaurant in West New
York, NJ.

The National Association of Cuban Amer-
ican Women has a long history of recognizing
the accomplishments of extraordinary women
within the Hispanic community. Under the di-
rection of President Siomara Sanchez Guerra,
this organization has grown in stature through
the profound impact of the work of its numer-
ous members. These women have and con-
tinue to serve as positive role models for indi-
viduals in search of a better understanding of
what can be achieved when people dedicate
themselves to a lifetime of excellence.

This year’s presentations are being made
under two noteworthy categories: Outstanding
Achievement Awards and the Elena Mederos
Awards. Four exceptional women have been
selected to receive the Outstanding Achieve-
ment Awards. Ms. Emma Moreno is a pro-
ficient member of the Census Bureau of the
U.S. Department of Commerce. Zulima V.
Farber, Esq., has served as a public defender
and advocate for the State of New Jersey
from 1992 to 1994. Estella M. DeLaCruz,
Esq., was recently nominated for a judgeship
in the State of New Jersey. Nilda C. Hernan-
dez was the first Hispanic judge appointed to
the State Division of Worker’s Compensation.
Each woman has made a significant contribu-
tion to the lives of everyone they have
touched.

The two exemplary individuals who will re-
ceive the Elena Mederos Award come from di-
verse backgrounds. Natacha S. Millan serves
the people of Miami as a commissioner for
district 12 in Metropolitan Dade County, FL.
Many of the residents of my district have ties
to people in Commissioner Millan’s area. Dr.
Iris Martinez-Arroyo is a dean and professor at
Kean College in New Jersey. She has had nu-
merous community-oriented work assign-
ments, including the directorship of the bilin-
gual program of the Newark Board of Edu-
cation until 1996. Their work transcends ethnic
barriers and focuses most importantly on the
human spirit. For these endeavors they have
earned the admiration of their communities as
well as my own.

I ask that my colleagues join me in honoring
these remarkable women for all they have
done for their respective communities. Each
woman has contributed greatly to the varied
interests of the residents of the northern New
Jersey area. I am proud to have them working
on behalf of the members of my district.
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THE NEA NEEDS OUR CONTINUING

SUPPORT

HON. FRANK PALLONE
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
discuss the important role that the arts and
humanities play in communities throughout our
country.

As a strong proponent of the arts and as a
member of the Congressional Arts Caucus, I
believe that slashing funding for the National
Endowment for the Arts and the National En-
dowment for the Humanities would be an irre-
versible blow to the arts and humanities in
America. These influential agencies encourage
lifelong learning, promote participation within
civic organizations, and preserve our country’s
cultural and intellectual heritage.

The National Endowment for the Arts contin-
ues to lead all other arts organizations in en-
couraging the expansion of American art. The
NEA strives to support excellence in our dis-
parate American society. This organization
fosters new design initiatives, encourages a
renewed interest in dance, opera, and lit-
erature, and assists in the growth of new and
previously established museums. In addition,
the NEA remains a staunch advocate of arts
in education. Studies illustrate that a student’s
desire to learn is facilitated by the mere pres-
ence of arts in the curriculum.

As a Congressman representing New Jer-
sey’s sixth district, I have seen, first hand, how
the NEA has directly benefited my constitu-
ents. The NEA provided a $6,000 grant to the
George Street Playhouse, located in New
Brunswick, a city that has been revitalized due
to the explosion of the arts community. This
$6,000 grant helps support the Touring Thea-
ter which reaches over 70,000 New Jersey
students through issue-oriented plays. These
plays use theater as a vehicle to discuss both
personal and social issues facing the youth of
today.

Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey
also received a $12,500 grant from the NEA,
to help fund a graduate-level internship in the
Department of Prints and Drawings at the
Jane Voorhees Zimmerli Art Museum, located
on the Rutgers campus which is also in my
district.

In New Jersey alone, the National Endow-
ment for Humanities, in conjunction with the
New Jersey Council for the Humanities, pro-
vided a $525,000 grant making it possible for
scholars at Rutgers University to edit Thomas
Edison’s notes for publication. A challenge
grant from the NEH totalling $550,000, has al-
lowed the New Jersey Historical Society to
raise $2.2 million in private funds to renovate
the building that contains its collections. The
NEH also provided programs that enable
Americans nationwide to participate in political,
social, and cultural programs. Without funding
to the NEH, New Jersey residents would not
have access to free videotapes, radio pro-
grams, and traveling exhibits.

Supporting current funding levels for the
NEA costs each taxpayer approximately 70
cents per year. A mere one-hundredth of 1
percent of the national budget goes towards
these organizations. Federal funding for the
arts and humanities has provided Americans
with more than 1.3 million jobs. The new jobs

in turn pump hundreds of thousands of dollars
into our local economies. For every dollar that
the NEA spends, $11 is generated in the form
of tourism, hotels, restaurants, and cultural
community activity. If our Government cuts
funding and decides to privatize the NEA and
NEH, only the large agencies and institutions
would survive. The smaller institutions, on the
other hand, would suffer an untimely demise
without the necessary Federal funding.

These nonprofit organizations generate
close to $37 billion in economic activity in
America while supporting 1.3 million jobs. In
addition, the arts typically produce $3.4 billion
for the Federal Government in the form of in-
come taxes, $1.2 billion in State government
revenue, and $790 million in local government
revenue. New Jersey’s flourishing art commu-
nity benefits greatly from the continued assist-
ance from the NEA and NEH. New Jersey’s
47,000 professional resident artists, and 800
cultural organizations provide approximately
15 million people with the opportunity to expe-
rience the arts in New Jersey. Close to 2.3
million school children benefit from arts
projects that include student matinees, study
guides, and classroom workshops.

The youth of today need art to help express
themselves. As this year’s cochair of the Con-
gressional Art Competition, I know the impor-
tance of art in our daily lives.

‘‘An Artistic Discovery’’ provides our youth
with the opportunity to express their creative
spirits. This unique, nationwide high school
competition brings students together from all
over the United States to celebrate the arts
and their importance in our society.

The students’ passion for the arts, epito-
mized in their work that brightens the Cannon
Tunnel, makes a statement to the millions of
visitors who pass through the tunnel that con-
nects the Cannon Building with the U.S. Cap-
itol.

The arts provide channels for emotional ex-
pression, and a chance for experimentation.
Without the arts, our society would be devoid
of all imagination. The arts permeate our cul-
ture and speak in a language all their own.

We need to support our national endow-
ments, as well as all other vehicles that gen-
erate art that enriches our lives. Continued
support for these institutions can expose our
communities to diverse and even necessary
schools of thought. These agencies help pro-
vide our country with a living record of civiliza-
tion and society. The NEA and NEH stimulate
local economies, preserve our national herit-
age, and encourage educational enrichment
programs.

I urge my fellow colleagues to vote against
slashing funding for the National Endowments
for the Arts and Humanities, and to help en-
sure the survival of the arts in our society
today.
f

ISRAEL SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN
MIDDLE EAST PEACE CON-
FERENCE

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to bring to the attention of my colleagues a sit-
uation that threatens to upset the Middle East

peace process. Palestinian leader Yasir Arafat
has reportedly invited leaders from throughout
the world to participate in a weekend con-
ference, supposedly to discuss ways to move
the peace process forward.

While Mr. Arafat has invited diplomats from
the United States, Japan, Egypt, Jordan, and
Europe to participate in this conference, con-
spicuously absent is an invitation to the coun-
try of Israel.

How can a meeting supposedly designed to
discuss ways to facilitate peace in the Middle
East not include Israel? Obviously, it cannot.
Any serious attempt to move the peace proc-
ess forward should—and must—include Israel.

It does not take a scholar of Middle Eastern
history or politics to know that Israel is integral
to the region’s future, as well as the success
of the peace process itself. Excluding Israel
from this proposed conference can only be
seen as an attempt to fracture the world com-
munity’s support for Israel and marginalize Is-
rael’s role in the peace process.

The United States must not let itself be ma-
nipulated in this way. I applaud President Clin-
ton’s efforts to bring peace to the Middle East,
but we are at a very delicate point in the proc-
ess, and we must be extremely careful about
how we proceed. A primary tenet of the Oslo
Accords is that peace negotiations should take
place between Israel and Palestinian authori-
ties. Allowing Mr. Arafat to make an end-run
around Israel by excluding it from this meeting
violates the principles of the Oslo Accords and
poses a serious threat to the peace process.

Mr. Speaker, Yasir Arafat’s call for a Middle
Eastern peace conference is empty without
the direct and meaningful participation of Is-
rael. If the United States allows this con-
ference to go forward in its current form, we
will be doing irreparable harm to the peace
process. Therefore, I urge you and my other
colleagues to join me in calling on Yasir Arafat
to include Israel in this weekend’s meeting or
to withdraw United States participation in this
one-sided and counterproductive conference.
f

HONORING BUSHWICK GEO-
GRAPHIC TARGETING TASK
FORCE 1996 EXEMPLARY SUB-
STANCE ABUSE PREVENTION
PROGRAM

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997
Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

commend the Bushwick Geographic Targeting
Task Force [BGTTF] as a 1996 exemplary
substance abuse prevention program.

BGTTF, 1 of 20 organizations selected by
the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, addresses the needs of Hispanic-Latino
youth and young adults in North Brooklyn
where a high rate of HIV/AIDS, violence, and
substance abuse exists. Through courses and
workshops in leadership skills, media literacy,
and substance abuse prevention, the multifac-
eted needs of our youth are addressed. More-
over, BGTTF’s Partners in Health Coalition is
a logical step in comprehensive community
planning and program implementation for
these services throughout the Brooklyn com-
munity.

As a Member of Congress, I have vigor-
ously advocated for substance abuse preven-
tion services targeting our at-risk youth. Thus,
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I commend this organization’s tireless efforts
to combat the rising incidence of drug usage.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you to join me in saluting
the Bushwick Geographic Targeting Task
Force for their outstanding contributions to the
youth of Brooklyn.
f

CONGRATULATING SAM MALONE
AND THE MORNING SHOW

HON. TOM DeLAY
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, Sam Malone of
Sugar Land, TX, will celebrate the fourth anni-
versary of his 104 KRBE morning show on
March 21, 1997. This top rated show address-
es a wide diversity of issues, and features
many prominent Houstonians, including the
Honorable Robert and Elyse Lanier, University
of Houston Coach Kim Helton, and Clyde
Drexler of the Houston Rockets.

Sam started his career in radio as a $6-an-
hour joke writer in New York City. His career
took him to Buffalo, NY, before his talents
were recognized by KRBE in Houston. After 4
years on his hometown airwaves, Sam is still
going strong. I would like to take this oppor-
tunity on behalf of the 105th Congress to join
104 KRBE in congratulating Sam Malone and
the morning show on this auspicious occasion,
and extending best wishes for continued suc-
cess.
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO REVEREND
BERNARD GUEKGUEZIAN

HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor Rev. Bernard Guekguezian of
the First Armenian Presbyterian Church in
Fresno, CA. A member of the Armenian Evan-
gelical Union of North America [AEUNA], Rev-
erend Guekguezian was recently elected to a
2-year term as moderator of the AEUNA, the
leading organization of Armenian Protestant
Churches in North America.

Reverend Guekguezian was born in Anti-
och, Turkey in 1927. Following graduation
from school, Guekguezian studied at both the
Armenian Evangelical institutions in Beirut and
at the Aleppo College in Syria. In 1952,
Guekguezian completed the American Univer-
sity at Beirut and the Near East School of
Theology. After serving as a pastor in Egypt
for 2 years, Guekguezian came to the United
States, where he attended the Fuller theo-
logical Seminary and the New York Theo-
logical Seminary and earned a Master’s de-
gree in Christian Education. In 1959,
Guekguezian was ordained as a Minister of
the Word by the Congregational Conference of
Massachusetts.

During his stay in Massachusetts,
Guekguezian served as minister of the Arme-
nian Congregational Church of the Martyrs,
Worcester, MA, the oldest Armenian Church in
America. In 1966, Guekguezian accepted a
position with the Armenian Presbyterian
Church of Paramus, NJ and served the con-
gregation for 12 years.

Reverend Guekguezian became a resident
of the Fresno area in 1978, when he was in-
stalled as pastor of the First Armenian Pres-
byterian Church of Fresno, the oldest Arme-
nian religious institution in California.
Guekguezian resides in Fresno with his wife
Knar Kazanjian of Aleppo, with whom he has
two sons and three grandchildren.

Mr. Speaker, Rev. Bernard Guekguezian
has been an example of leadership and inspi-
ration to the community of Fresno, the State of
California, and the other communities that he
has impacted throughout the United States. I
offer my sincere congratulations to Rev. Ber-
nard Guekguezian of First Armenian Pres-
byterian Church on his election as the Mod-
erator of the Armenian Evangelical Union of
North America and the best of luck in his new
position.
f

TRIBUTE TO CHIEF OF INVESTIGA-
TIONS, JOHN W. PEADEN

HON. JOE SCARBOROUGH
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, on
March 31, 1997 the citizens of northwest Flor-
ida and the State of Florida will be losing a
man who has dedicated his life to protecting
the people of Florida and ensuring the triumph
of justice in our community. This gentleman
has distinguished himself as a community
leader, a dedicated law enforcer, and one of
our Nation’s leaders in the war on drugs. The
man I speak about today is Mr. John Peaden
of the Office of the State Attorney in the First
Circuit of Florida.

I could praise Mr. Peaden for his 25 years
of law enforcement, during which he served as
a Florida State trooper, a member of the
Okaloosa County Sheriff’s Department, and
the Office of the State Attorney. I could men-
tion the modernization and computerization
that Mr. Peaden brought to the investigations
department over the last 16 years with the
State Attorney’s Office. Or I could applaud his
tireless efforts to protect our children from ille-
gal drugs through his efforts on the Okaloosa-
Walton County Drug Task Force. But I’m sure
John would say that those accomplishments
were just part of his duty.

However in my opinion Mr. Speaker, John
has gone above and beyond the call of duty
throughout his distinguished career in the field
of criminal justice. At a time when our Nation
calls out for principled leadership from public
officials, it is fitting that today we honor a law
enforcement professional who always went the
extra mile to protect our citizens while striving
to support and defend the Constitution of the
United States. Mr. Peaden has known, better
than most, that while trying to protect our qual-
ity of life, we must respect the God given
rights of freedom.

John’s overall attitude and dedication to
public service has been a model in the lives
of the hundreds of law enforcement officers
and professionals that he has trained, super-
vised, and encouraged. His legacy will remind
new officers that when at all possible, law en-
forcement officers should go beyond the call
of duty to assist citizens in any way possible
and to protect our justice system from any foe,
foreign or domestic.

As John departs from the Office of the State
Attorney, he can take pride in knowing that he
influenced so many people in a positive way.
As a father of two young boys, I sleep better
at night knowing that our streets our safer and
that our children are protected because of the
life-long efforts of John Peaden.

f

MIDLOTHIAN POLICE CHIEF ROY
VAUGHN

HON. JOE BARTON
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to offer my congratulations to Police
Chief Roy Vaughn of Midlothian, TX, on the
occasion of his retirement on March 14, 1997.

Mr. Vaughn served the citizens of Midlothian
as chief of police for 10 years, following a suc-
cessful 22-year career with the Dallas Police
Department.

I join Chief Vaughn’s wife, Margie, his four
children and numerous grandchildren in thank-
ing him for his years of dedicated service to
our community, and offer him my best wishes
for the future.

f

IN HONOR OF JOE FRIEND

HON. SAM GEJDENSON
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to note with great sorrow the passing of a
friend very dear to the town of Chester and
especially to me, Joe Friend.

Joe dearly loved this community of Chester,
CT, and was always well-informed of the
town’s happenings. Having served on the
board of selectmen in Chester and later as the
registrar of voters, Joe was among the most
active and engaged members of the commu-
nity. He fought for seniors at every juncture.
He often came to me with concerns from
members of the community who had problems
with housing or Social Security or another
problem. No community concern was too
small or large for Joe to take on.

Everybody loved Joe. He would often make
puns on his name, saying ‘‘you always have a
friend here’’ or ‘‘you’ll always have a friend in
this house.’’ And he was a friend to so many
of us in his 83 years. I was fortunate to be
one of them.

Mr. Speaker, I am reminded of a party
thrown for Joe and his wife Lillian almost 10
years ago, when the whole community, as a
demonstration of their respect and regard,
joined in the celebration of their 50th wedding
anniversary. This day will be remembered
fondly by all of us.

And so, Mr. Speaker, we will mourn Joe’s
passing. He will truly be missed. But we who
knew him, we who were touched by him, will
never be able to forget him. Joe Friend served
his community well and will be a continuing in-
spiration to all of us.
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STATEMENT TO INTRODUCE THE

MSA EXPANSION ACT

HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
introduce a bill that will extend medical sav-
ings accounts to millions of Americans. Com-
monly known as MSA’s, these tax free ac-
counts are combined with a high deductible
health insurance plan to help lower health
care costs and increase consumer choices.

The much needed Health Insurance Port-
ability and Accountability Act that was signed
into law by President Clinton last summer in-
cluded a pilot program for MSA’s, but with re-
strictions. The law limits the number of MSA
policyholders to 750,000 by 1999, and the
pilot program is expected to end in the year
2000. The MSA Expansion Act will allow all
small businesses with 50 or fewer employees,
and the self-employed, to choose an MSA,
and it will repeal the sunset of the pilot pro-
gram so future generations will be able to ben-
efit from MSA’s too.

This legislation is needed because some ex-
perts predict that the 750,000 cap will be
reached as early as this spring, since demand
for MSA’s has far exceeded expectations. To
meet the demand from small businesses, the
self-employed, and a surprisingly high number
of uninsured, an average of four new health
insurance carriers a week are entering the
MSA market.

Clearly, the high number of uninsured who
have purchased MSA’s signal that MSA’s are
not solely attracting the healthy and the
wealthy, as some people predicted. No one
has found a single example of such adverse
selection resulting from the institution of
MSA’s, and it will not happen because for ad-
verse selection to occur, the very sick must
shun MSA’s. This does not and will not hap-
pen, as the very sick will save money in many
cases since their out-of-pocket costs will be
less. Moreover, they will choose MSA’s be-
cause they will have their choice of physician
or specialist.

The MSA Expansion Act is what the Amer-
ican people want and deserve. It will lower
health care costs for everyone, provide more
choices, and extend the accessibility and af-
fordability of health care to the unemployed
and the uninsured. I urge all of my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to join me as co-
sponsors of this important legislation.
f

THE COMMON CENTS STOCK
PRICING ACT OF 1997

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
introduce today the Common Cents Stock
Pricing Act of 1997, a bill to modernize the
way stock prices are quoted in today’s securi-
ties markets. I am especially pleased to be
joined by the ranking member of the Tele-
communications, Trade, and Consumer Pro-
tection subcommittee, ED MARKEY, Commerce
Committee Chairman TOM BLILEY, and my col-

leagues PAUL GILLMOR, MIKE CRAPO, ELIZA-
BETH FURSE, STEVE LARGENT, GREG GANSKE,
and RICK BOUCHER in this important initiative.
I am proud to continue the tradition in the
Commerce Committee of working together
with my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to pass legislation that significantly improves
the way our securities markets are regulated,
as we did last year with the passage of the
Private Securities Litigation Reform Act and
the National Securities Markets Improvement
Act.

The Common Cents Stock Pricing Act will
eliminate regulatory obstacles that stand in the
way of competitive forces. It will also make
stock prices easier to understand for the aver-
age investor.

The current rules of self regulatory organiza-
tions, like stock exchanges, require that stocks
trade in fractions. These rules stem from prac-
tices from the 17th century, when the colonies
used Spanish dollars as their currency. These
ancient coins were called ‘‘pieces of eight’’ be-
cause they could be chiseled into eight pieces,
with each piece called a ‘‘bit.’’ When orga-
nized stock trading began in New York in
1792, stock prices were quoted in bits, or
eighths. We don’t use Spanish coins today—
but the tradition of pricing stocks based on
these coins is still with us, in the form of SRO
rules.

This pricing system based on ancient coins
is not just anachronistic. It makes stock prices
difficult for average investors to understand. At
least one newspaper has recognized this
fact—the San Francisco Chronicle recently
began printing its stock tables in dollars and
cents, instead of fractions.

And fractionalized pricing is not simply more
difficult to understand than prices in dollars
and cents. The rules of Self Regulatory Orga-
nizations that impose fractionalized pricing ef-
fectively mandate a minimum spread between
a stock’s buy and sell price of an eighth of a
dollar. To the rest of us, that means 121⁄2
cents. That means that floor traders capture a
minimum of 121⁄2 cents from investors on
every trade. SRO rules make it impossible for
competition to further narrow the spread for
the average investor. Large institutions can
get better deals on their trades by negotiating
prices on block trades—but regular investors
have to pay full freight.

Fractionalized stock pricing is out of step
with the rest of the world. The United States
is the only major market that uses the pieces-
of-eight system to price stocks—every other
major market in the world uses decimal pric-
ing. The advancement of telecommunications
technology is making it increasingly easy to
trade stock on exchanges around the world,
simply by pressing a computer key. If we are
to maintain our position in the United States
as the home of the most successful capital
markets in the world, we must keep pace—
and fractionalized pricing is a thing of the past,
not the future.

Securities and Exchange Commissioner
Steve Wallman has been an outspoken advo-
cate of the need to modernize the pricing rules
that apply to U.S. stocks, and provided us with
informative testimony at the hearing last week
before the Subcommittee on Finance and
Hazardous Materials. Commissioner Wallman
estimated that fractionalized stock prices cost
retail investors about $1.5 billion a year. Inves-
tors could save that money if we converted
our stock pricing system to the system we use

for virtually everything else we buy—dollars
and cents.

I have read with interest observations of the
Toronto Stock Exchange’s recent conversion
to decimal pricing. On the Toronto Stock Ex-
change, there is no longer a minimum spread
of 121⁄2 cents—and, as a result, the spreads
that floor traders from public investors has
narrowed. I look forward to learning more
about that exchange’s experience as we pro-
ceed with hearings on decimal pricing.

I also look forward to learning about how a
change to decimal pricing would impact the
participants in our markets. In this regard, I in-
tend to hold hearings at which we will hear
testimony from experts in securities markets,
security firms, stock exchanges, and investors.
I welcome the views and comments of all par-
ties that will be affected by this initiative, to
ensure that we implement this modernization
with practicality and efficiency.

I thank my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle for their cosponsorship of this important
initiative, and encourage all of the Members of
the House to support this effort to bring com-
mon sense to stock prices in the U.S. mar-
kets.
f

IN HONOR OF OUR NATION’S
FORMER PRISONERS OF WAR

HON. FRANK R. WOLF
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure and
honor for me to rise today to honor retired
Navy Capt. Giles Norrington, of northern Vir-
ginia, and other former prisoners-of-war as a
very important date approaches.

On March 14, 1973, Captain Norrington and
dozens of other American servicemen were
released from captivity in North Vietnam. Their
bravery and courage have always served as
an inspiration for us. These true American he-
roes endured brutal and unspeakable condi-
tions to emerge from captivity and dem-
onstrate to every American how lucky we are
to be able to call them our own.

Here in Congress, we are fortunate to have
former POW’s such as Senator JOHN MCCAIN,
and Congressman SAM JOHNSON among us.
They are true leaders, like many other former
POW’s who have come home to lead our Na-
tion into the 21st century. The sacrifices of our
POW’s on our behalf should always be re-
membered.

Mr. Speaker, as we approach this historic
date our POW’s deserve our humble gratitude
and prayers. I know I speak for many in thank-
ing these brave servicemen for their service to
our Nation and wish each and every one of
them the best in the future.
f

ENVISIONING A NEW NATIONAL
SECURITY STRATEGY

HON. BARNEY FRANK
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
I submit the following for printing in the
RECORD:
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ENVISIONING A NEW NATIONAL SECURITY

STRATEGY

(By Hon. Ronald V. Dellums)
The Cold War has been over now for several

years. Throughout that era, congressional
colleagues told me: We cannot make cuts in
our military budget because of the world-
wide threat posed by the Soviet Union and
its allies. Nonetheless, we believed then and
we argued then that we could reduce mili-
tary spending and thereby help to ratchet
back the conflict. Indeed, throughout the
last decade of the Cold War, the Congres-
sional Black Caucus proposed a series of
budgets to do precisely that.

With the Cold War over, many colleagues
now say: With one-third cuts in funding,
force structure and personnel, we have gone
far enough in our post Cold War draw down.
They say that any more will leave us unable
to respond to emerging challenges because of
hollow forces untrained and unequipped. I
say again, our current security environment
both allows and demands that we reallocate
significant resources from our military ac-
counts, and redirect them into those domes-
tic and foreign policy accounts that contrib-
ute equally importantly to our United States
national security. Indeed, a strategy that ig-
nores the contributions to national security
made by foreign assistance and investments
in education and science research and devel-
opment, just to name two domestic ac-
counts, is not a comprehensive strategy—and
therefore it is one that is doomed to fail.

Certainly instability and danger remain in
various parts of the world, including in Rus-
sia and other nations of the former Soviet
Union. Military modernization in China,
Southeast Asia, Latin America and else-
where—including within the United States—
always should give pause for concern. The
Persian Gulf and Korean Peninsula merit
continued attention because of the possibili-
ties for open warfare between nations. Hu-
manitarian crises and instability throughout
the globe will properly continue to require
the involvement of the U.S. military at least
in the near term—preferably through United
Nations’ sponsored undertakings in which
the United States acts as a colleague which
can bring special skills to the table. But we
should not allow ourselves to be trapped into
the belief that these challenges, only par-
tially military in nature, represent anything
requiring anywhere near our current force
structure or modernization plans.

Moreover, we should not view even these
‘‘security’’ challenges in purely military
terms. They must be seen in their economic,
cultural and diplomatic frame of reference.
Seen in that light, much of the instability
that threatens human rights or outright
bloodshed can be diminished and deflected
through a robust program of sustainable eco-
nomic development and timely diplomatic
activity in behalf of crisis intervention and
conflict resolution. As I noted throughout
the Cold War, conflicts that are economic,
political, social and cultural in their origins
cannot be solved by resort to arms, but only
by solving the underlying economic, politi-
cal, social and cultural origins of the con-
flict.

Viewed this way, it is clear there exists an
imbalance in the funding of our three ‘‘na-
tional security accounts.’’

In one account, we continue to make a
commitment to find ways to finance a too-
large military force structure, an overly ag-
gressive and in many cases misguided weap-
ons modernization program, and overly pro-
grammed requirements to maintain short-
term readiness (while not planning success-
fully to pay for the involvement we will have
in peacekeeping and humanitarian ventures).
We fail to pay for a sufficient program of for-

eign assistance and much of what we do pay
for goes for military security assistance
which often compounds the problems that
generate regional instability and hostility,
rather than ameliorate the root causes of
that instability. And, finally, we have al-
ready and continue to sacrifice the necessary
investments in education, science, research
and development, medical and infrastructure
that are absolutely critical to the national
security of our nation on the three-tiered
alter of sustained military spending, bal-
anced federal budgets and generalized tax
breaks.

It is clear to me that significant spending
reductions can be achieved in our military
account by a thoughtful application of anal-
ysis to understanding the threats and oppor-
tunities that great us in this new era. In this
paper, I seek to set out the justification for
such reductions—reductions which I believe
represent both a down payment on durable
savings in the years beyond which we are
currently planning budgets and which will
also shape and reduce the military invest-
ments that will be made by other nations in
the future, especially including China and
Russia.

I will leave it to others to more carefully
lay out the types of investments that could
be made in both the foreign assistance and
domestic investments. But let me assert in
regard to both of them that fiscal invest-
ments in these priorities will bear enormous
leverage toward creating international sta-
bility beyond our borders and to ensuring
that we have a healthy and vibrant society
and polity within our borders.

In other words, contrary to those who
worry that we spend too little on defense, I
believe that our current level of spending—
far in excess of our most robust potential ad-
versary—is excessive and represents a long-
term threat to our national economy and to
the integrity of the national treasury and,
therefore, to our national security.

THE MILITARY FUNDING ‘‘CRISIS’’
Much of the discussion to date from the

new Congressional majority has centered on
how to find equilibrium by an increase in the
funding side of the military requirements-
funding equation, rather than confronting
whether or not the program side might be
overly robust and therefore excess to our le-
gitimate defense requirements. I believe, as I
will set out below, that we should focus on
the program side of the equation, and seek to
find our equilibrium by scaling back exces-
sive force structure and formulating our
modernization effort to meet more appro-
priately the strategic challenges that will
confront us in tomorrow’s world. Indeed,
when approached from that direction sub-
stantial savings can be generated.

All of us—whatever our political view-
point—should be able to agree that the Unit-
ed States has not fully reconfigured our
forces or our thinking to meet the new reali-
ties of the post-Cold War era. The disagree-
ment is over how we can meet them, what
our strategy should be and what it will take
to implement that strategy. Only when we
have answered these questions can we pro-
ceed to assess the budgetary requirements to
fulfill that strategy.

My continued assessment of the type and
scale of the dangers that exist, the proper re-
sponse to them and the role of the United
States in that response convinces me that we
can over the coming five-year defense plan-
ning period, and prudence dictates that we
should: first, make further reductions in our
nuclear arsenal and the infrastructure that
supports that arsenal; second weapons acqui-
sition programs that were undertaken to
meet Cold War threats and which no longer
are required, or which are provocative and

thereby detrimental to U.S. interests in
long-term stability; third, reduce readiness
requirements and plan to incorporate more
effectively reserve; forces in our military
planning by establishing less stringent plan-
ning requirements for conflicts; and fourth,
make further marginal force reductions be-
yond those already projected, including in
intelligence accounts.

REDUCING THE NUCLEAR DANGER

The administration’s Nuclear Posture Re-
view failed to realize savings that could be
made by scaling back our strategic arsenal.
More recently, they have declined to pursue
opportunities with Russia to undertake
START III negotiations, which may prove
essential to the Russian ratification of the
START II treaty. Former Strategic Com-
mand Commander-in-Chief General Butler
has quite appropriately shoved the debate
over downsizing (towards elimination) of our
arsenals right on to the front burner.

It is such a promising opportunity, that we
will fail to secure it at our peril. I have
urged the administration, privately and in
public, to take unilateral to go below
START II levels. Such unilateral initiatives
could set the stage for very deep cuts in
weapons systems, and could be inspirational
to those nations that are currently sitting
on the fence as regards their own nuclear fu-
tures. The importance of containing the
threat of proliferation, and its difficulties,
can be seen in the debate regarding the ex-
tension of the Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT). Many nations, such as Egypt, appro-
priate pressed the United States and the
other large nuclear powers to embrace and
implement their responsibilities under Arti-
cle VI of the NPT and to secure the adher-
ence to the Treaty of those whose nuclear ar-
senals are less developed.

It is potentially catastrophic to our na-
tional security to eschew the opportunity
both to reduce significantly the nuclear
threat that we currently face and to forstall
the further proliferation of those threats. By
failing to take such steps we also send clear
signals to the Russians and the Chinese that
their nuclear arsenals are prerequisites for
them to maintain their super-power status.
In that way we perpetuate the nuclear dan-
ger; and by failing to assume our Article VI
responsibilities, we invite additional re-
gional instability and new threats to emerge
from prospective new members of the nu-
clear-weapons club.

For those who worry about this threat to
the point of wishing to revive an expensive
anti-ballistic missile program, with what I
believe is very limited utility to defend the
United States from weapons of mass destruc-
tion, it strikes me that preventing the emer-
gence or retention of the threats that such a
system is designed to counter would be a
cautious and cost effective strategy. Scaling
back our own strategic forces would be criti-
cal to such a strategy.

Although I believe it is possible to move
beyond our reliance upon the traditional
triad of strategic elements—sea-based mis-
siles, intercontinental ballistic missiles, and
bombs dropped from the missiles launched
from bombers—one can also maintain the
triad, not have to spend the levels that are
planned for in the administration budget re-
quest, and still move deliberately but cau-
tiously down for force structure ladder. Obvi-
ously at some point, maintaining the triad,
per se, no longer makes sense and we should
move towards the most survivable leg of that
triad—our submarine force.

Making such adjustment could lead to new
commitments by the Russians—who face
devastating economic circumstances that
will literally compel them to make savings
when they perceive their strategic interests
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1 I think especially of enhancing our abilities with,
for example, AWACs, civic and public affairs units,
water purification units and other types of units
that are small, but for which there will continue to
be an elevated level of demand.

allow them to do so—who seem eager to ne-
gotiate reductions beyond the START II
goals, and should give the Chinese reasons to
moderate their on-going strategic-weapons
modernization program.

While this constitutes a more determined
effort to scale-back our strategic arsenal
than is contemplated by the administration,
it would provide us with a ‘‘hedge’’ capacity
in the event of the return of an implacably
hostile relationship with Russia. It would
place us on a path that signaled our willing-
ness to lead the weapons reduction effort and
would set the stage at the end of the five
year budget period to implement a plan to
reduce our arsenal to a minimum sufficient
deterrent. This makes the achievement of
nuclear disarmament a feasibility within our
lifetimes.

END THE COLD WAR ACQUISITION PROGRAM

With the exception of a temporary reprieve
from aggressive spending on acquisitions
that was allowed by the force structure re-
ductions that have been on-going during this
decade, there has not been a fundamental re-
thinking of U.S. acquisition strategy. The
administration has proposed that in this
FYDP we will begin to invest significantly in
weapons modernization—feeling that we
have reached the limit of relying on the in-
vestment of the last decade. The Republican
majority by both yesterday’s technology and
moan when they find they have boxed them-
selves out of affording the expensive mod-
ernization program the administration sup-
ports. Neither are awaiting the outcome of
the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) that
could—and should—dramatically alter the
priorities that were laid down in the Bottom
Up Review undertaken by Secretary Aspin—
which will hopefully provide a careful review
of programs such as the F–22, the New At-
tack Submarine and others which require-
ments were conceptualized during the Cold
War.

I believe strongly that we should avoid
buying new systems that maintain the Unit-
ed States and the world on a treadmill of
weapons development. Pressing ahead with
such invites an arms race that we would be
well advised to avoid. We should not fail, as
we did in the run-up to MIRV technology, to
realize the opportunity that may be avail-
able to turn the world away from an acceler-
ated escalation in these types of programs;
or we will face much more costly and deadly
threats in the long run.

In addition, we much avoid making pur-
chases of systems that are excessive, redun-
dant, and are designed to replace systems
that currently work perfectly well because
they are far superior to anything that they
confront in a potential theater and will con-
tinue to do so into the mid-term future. In
this regard, we must examine and scale back
our ship purchasing, tactical air craft devel-
opment, more rationalize our strategic lift
program and various other programs.

The budget savings in these accounts that
would be achieved by the types of cutbacks
above are, of course, sometimes offset by the
need to acquire alternative in order to en-
sure that the first element of the acquisition
requirement of equipping our force with safe
and reliable systems is satisfied. The
amounts of savings I am suggesting can be
made are net adjustments that accommodate
for the necessary acquisition of perfectly
suitable current-generations systems to
meet our foreseeable operational needs. This
allows us to resist the temptation to rush
new technologies to the battlefield ahead of
requirements, but rests on an assumption
that we will continue to make prudent in-
vestments in research and development.

These more discerning measures of acquisi-
tion would allow us both to lead an effort to

slow the level of weapons systems develop-
ment, retard weapons sales internationally
(thereby reducing the threats faced by U.S.
and coalition forces), properly equip our
forces for the challenges they will face in the
near to mid term, and utilize our scarce re-
sources to investigate new technologies that
will be more important for the next century.
Such a strategy would make the maximum
return on investment, and would contribute
the best to our effort to control the pro-
liferation of exotic weapons technology.

PROPERLY SIZING U.S. FORCES

Properly sizing U.S. forces is also impor-
tant for ensuring that we do not place scarce
defense resources into the wrong pots. The
Bottom-Up Review’s requirement to have
forces sufficient to be able to meet, nearly
simultaneously, two major regional contin-
gencies without allied assistance exceeds
that which was propounded by President
Bush’s Defense Secretary Dick Cheney—and
exceeds in my judgment a reasonable plan-
ning orientation. It would be my hope that
both the planning assumptions and the
forces that emerged from the BUR will re-
ceive serious examination during the QDR.

First, we should relax slightly the pace at
which we believe we would need to respond
to a developing crisis. By more deliberately
‘‘metering’’ forces into a theater—enough to
halt aggression and provide for force protec-
tion quickly and then more deliberately once
that state is achieved we can both reduce ac-
tive force structure and readiness require-
ments. In addition, this expands the opportu-
nities of time during which sanctions, nego-
tiations and other non-military efforts can
reverse the aggression through less than
major armed confrontation. We should bear
in mind that Operation Desert Storm com-
menced seven months after Iraq invaded Ku-
wait. We would establish a planning horizon
to commence counter-offensive military op-
erations more severe than was undertaken in
that conflict.

Second, a change in this pace of operations
will allow for a more effective utilization of
reserves, and indeed for returning more of
our force structure to reserve components.

Third, such a change will modify lift re-
quirements, not only changing force struc-
ture but procurement requirements as well.

Fourth, by changing the view regarding al-
lied participation, we again can relax our
planning requirements for force structure.

The alternative that I present assumes
that additional force structure reductions
and realignments can be accomplished in all
services through a change in these policy
and strategy assumptions, and that these
changes will not compromise our ability to
meet our security requirements. It assumes
the careful management of reserve resources
and a continuing determination to work
with our allies and others in coalition ef-
forts. I believe that these modest adjust-
ments, to be achieved within the FYDP, will
leave us poised to make an assessment early
in the next century as to whether or not we
have gone far enough in realigning our forces
to meet the world’s new strategic threats.

In addition to these larger changes, other
miscellaneous savings can be achieved by
changing how we do business. Of course, we
must realign our priorities within the force
in order to ensure that we have the proper
types of units 1 to meet the future challenges
and change our operating methods in order
to alleviate some of the operational tempo

and personnel tempo problems that have
arisen.

This issue of operational tempo (optempo),
and ultimately personnel tempo (perstempo),
stress has elevated visibility at the moment.
Many blame the stress of deployment to
meet contingencies as placing too great a
burden on the shrinking force structure.
However, when you compare the size of the
force with the numbers involved in deploy-
ments, I believe that what is shown is that
our ‘‘business as usual’’ is out of kilter and
that we have too few of some particular
types of units.

By changing forward presence require-
ments for aircraft carriers, for example, we
can reduce perstempo stress among naval
forces significantly. And, as was dem-
onstrated by the prompt movement of car-
riers from one theater to another when cri-
ses have emerged, such a decision does not
diminish our ability to respond promptly and
effectively in order to deter a crisis from
erupting into large-scale violence.

Finally, as we reduce force structure we
should be mindful that better intelligence
and assessments can offset the possibility of
strategic surprise. Having said that there are
substantial savings available within the in-
telligence accounts that could be achieved
through various economies and they should
be vigorously pursued.

THE IMAGINARY READINESS CRISIS

Similarly, different scoring for training
and an understanding that training goals are
not arbitary standards that result in cata-
strophic lack of readiness if they are not
fully met would change some of the discus-
sion as well. Such an arbitary rating system
led to the anecdotal evidence that there was
a readiness crisis at the end of the 1994 fiscal
year. We need to explore how steeply we can
and cannot tier our readiness; we need to en-
sure that our services are preparing, as well,
for the contingencies that should occupy
them more and more—humanitarian assist-
ance, conflict resolution, peacekeeping, etc.
But, most importantly, by changing the as-
sumption regarding the pace at which per-
sonnel will flow into a potential conflict, we
can achieve significant savings in training
and other readiness requirements.

In addition, this budget would enhance en-
vironmental cleanup and conversion funds
that are critical to the successful trans-
formation of our defense infrastructure to ci-
vilian use. We cannot walk away from these
communities, who have served the nation,
and now want to return to civilian activities.
These funds are vital to the future well-being
of our nation, and to its national security—
and they more easily allow us to close excess
infrastructure. We should continue to plan
to pay for them in the years to come.

A PROPERLY SIZED MILITARY BUDGET

In this paper, I have avoided proposing spe-
cific programmatic cuts and have talked
more thematically. However, the numbers
presented below represent savings that are
built from real force structure cuts, real ac-
quisition program termination, from real
changes in operation and training tempos.
They have been ‘‘scored’’ by CBO to ensure
that their authority and outlay savings were
properly measured.

Importantly, they are only one approach
to organizing a properly sized, properly
equipped and properly trained force for the
challenges of the 21st Century. Others could
choose different pathways, but they would
achieve similar savings.

I felt it important not to get bogged down
in a debate over this or that weapon system,
this or that force structure element or this
or that method of operation. Suffice it to
say, if the budget were cut by these levels,
we could provide for a sufficient military
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force to defend the United States and its in-
terests, participate effectively as a world
leader in international affairs and free up re-
sources vitally needed for our other ‘‘na-
tional security’’ accounts. Our failure to do
so will, as I have indicated elsewhere, be to
our long-term national security detriment.
It is with that analytical framework and in
that spirit that I believe we could achieve
these levels of savings in the military ac-
count over the coming five fiscal years:

[In billions of dollars]

Fiscal year Authority
savings

Outlay sav-
ings

1998 ................................................................... $27.365 $18.761
1999 ................................................................... 34.713 29.071
2000 ................................................................... 44.845 36.219
2001 ................................................................... 48.685 41.818
2002 ................................................................... 51.630 56.221

1998–2002 ........................................................ 217.238 172.090

Let me reiterate my view that these rep-
resent savings in one of three national secu-
rity accounts, funds that can be urgently
spent in our other two national security ac-
counts: foreign assistance and domestic pro-

grams critical to our well-being and health
as a nation. For without strong healthy
cities to defend, cohesive communities, an
educated citizenry to run our economy and
our political institutions, we will wither and
decline socially, politically, economically
and culturally. We are way past due making
these investments, and we fail to make them
at our peril. The time is ripe and the oppor-
tunity exists to transfer this scale of re-
sources and we should not fail to do so as we
think of what type of society and what type
of world we seek to build for our children
and their children.

DELLUMS NATIONAL SECURITY BUDGET PROPOSAL SAVINGS
[050 Budget authority in billions]

Fiscal year— FH 1998–
20021998 1999 2000 2001 2002

050 account—Administration’s FY 98 budget proposal ............................................................................................................................................................................. $265.3 $269.2 $275.0 $281.5 $289.1 $1,642.3
Total savings 1998–2002 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 27.365 34.713 44.845 41.818 51.630 217.238

DELLUMS NATIONAL SECURITY BUDGET PROPOSAL SAVINGS
[050 Outlays in billions]

Fiscal year— FH 1998–
20021998 1999 2000 2001 2002

050 account—Administration’s FY 98 budget proposal ............................................................................................................................................................................. $263.0 $266.3 $270.0 $269.0 $269.0 $1,601.4
Total savings 1998–2002 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 18.761 29.071 36.219 41.818 56.221 172.090

THE ROBERT C. BYRD STATUE UN-
VEILING IN THE WEST VIRGINIA
STATE CAPITOL

HON. NICK J. RAHALL II
OF WEST VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
praise once again for U.S. Senator ROBERT C.
BYRD, a man of grace, a man of conscience
and compassion, and indeed a great West Vir-
ginian. On January 11, 1997, it was my high
honor to have been present at the unveiling of
the Robert C. Byrd statue in the West Virginia
State Capitol in Charleston, WV, and to hear
Senator BYRD’s eloquent remarks regarding
his ‘‘long journey through life encompassing
79 years’’ that brought him this far, and ‘‘about
all those he met along the way’’ who helped
him achieve the pinnacle of recognition in the
form of a life-size bronze statue of himself
being unveiled that day.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
Senator ROBERT C. BYRD’s own personal re-
marks be reprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD as he acknowledged and thanked all
those who made this historic day possible.
REMARKS BY U.S. SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD—

ON THE OCCASION OF THE ROBERT C. BYRD
STATUE UNVEILING

During the course of my life, I have often
been referred to as a ‘‘self-made’’ man. But,
while one’s ego might like to lay claim to
such an august achievement, no mere mortal
can, in reality, claim to be ‘‘self-made.’’
Every person owes any success he or she
might have in this life to hundreds of other
persons. Tennyson said, ‘‘I am a part of all
that I have met, . . .’’ Always profound, Ten-
nyson may have been at his most profound
with that line.

When I reflect upon my own 79 years, I am
at once struck by the enormous debt which I
owe to others: poor, but loving foster parents
who taught me how to live and how to die;
teachers who took the time to encourage a
country lad who liked to memorize; friends

who unselfishly gave guidance and counsel;
adversaries who helped me to toughen and to
preserve; my wife and family who sacrificed
and, still and all, stood by me; colleagues
who taught me what they had learned in the
legislative areas; staff members who worked
over the years to help me meet my goals for
West Virginia; and the people of this mag-
nificent state who have, time and time
again, believed in me, trusted me, and hon-
ored me far beyond my wildest imaginings.

And now, I have come to this place in my
road. But, I have not traveled alone. I have
journeyed with all of you. I have never felt
more keenly my deep ties to you, to this
state and to all of those who have influenced
my life. Blessings have been heaped upon me.
And I stand before you humbled by this day
and by the enormity of this occasion. Per-
haps no one before me has ever known the
unbelievable awe of gazing at their own form
cast in bronze and standing ten feet high in
one of the most beautiful state capitol build-
ings in the nation. What an experience! The
boy who bugged the beans has certainly
come a long mile. If my old mom were alive
today, she would be surprised and proud, but
she would also be quick to remind me not to
be ‘‘gettin’ above my raisin’,’’ just like she
always did. How I wish that she and my old
pap could see this. But, then, I think they
probably can.

I thank all of you who have worked to
make this day a reality. Your generosity and
gracious kindness are simply overwhelming.I
thank Gaston Caperton, the best Governor
West Virginia has ever had, for his coopera-
tion and hard work. I thank Ann Brotherton
and Judge Brotherton and Mike Perry for all
they have done to make this day a reality.
Your generosity and gracious kindness are
simply overwhelming. I also thank each of
you for the part you have played in my life—
for what each of you has taught me and for
your contribution to my work and to my per-
sonal enjoyment of my time on this planet.

Long after I am gone from this life, there
will be left for future generations whatever
good which may evolve from my work, and
this remarkable statue. Cato the elder once
observed that he would rather people ask
why he had no statue than inquire why he
had one. But, my hope for the totality of my

work is well known—a better life and more
opportunity for all West Virginians. My hope
for this sculpture is that it will stand as an
inspiration, especially to young West Vir-
ginians. I hope that it someday may serve as
a beacon for anyone who may aspire to
achievement. For, in this miracle of a coun-
try, anything is possible. And dreams do
come true, even for a poor lad from West Vir-
ginia who gathers scraps to feed the hogs on
a rough hillside farm.

Thank you and may God bless and keep
each of you always safe from harm.

The woods are lovely, dark, and deep,
But I have promises to keep,
And miles to go before I sleep.
And miles to go before I sleep.

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE COMMON
CENTS STOCK PRICING ACT OF 1997

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
join today with Chairman OXLEY and Chairman
BLILEY in introducing the Common Cents
Stock Pricing Act of 1997 and I appreciate the
opportunity to put in my 2 cents on the rea-
sons why this legislation is good for investors
and good for our financial markets.

For over 200 years, stocks and bonds have
traded in minimum price increments of one-
eighth of $1 or 121⁄2 cents. The origins of this
practice are obscure, but some historians
trace it back to the 18th century, when the
Spanish dollar was a widely used currency in
America. Stock traders would cut up these
dollars into pieces of eight or bits and use
them to pay for stocks and bonds. As our fi-
nancial markets move into the 21st century,
it’s time we eliminate the eighth, which is little
more than a relic of the days of knee breech-
es and powdered wigs. In recent months, we
have already moved to force stock
prospectuses to be written in plain English so
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they are more understandable to investors.
Why not force stock quotes to be made in
plain dollars and cents, so that investors don’t
have to convert from fractions every time they
read the stock tables in the newspaper?

Four years ago, when I chaired the Finance
Subcommittee, we held a series of hearings
on the future of the stock markets. During
those hearings, we heard many market partici-
pants raise concerns about certain trading
practices, such as payment for order flow or
preferencing, which they argued had the po-
tential to compromise the fiduciary duty of bro-
kers and other financial professionals to
achieve best execution of their customer’s or-
ders. Many proposals were put forward to ad-
dress abuses in these areas, ranging from
banning such practices entirely, enhancing
disclosures to customers, or stepping up regu-
latory oversight. While many of these propos-
als had merit, they merely address the symp-
toms while ignoring the underlying problem—
the fact that the artificial requirement for
stocks to trade in eighths establishes a fixed
minimum spread between the prices quoted
by buyers and sellers of stocks. This require-
ment prevents market forces from working to
narrow the spread to 10 cents, 5 cents, or
even 1 penny. As a result, market makers
have resorted to practices such as paying for
order flow.

I think that our markets would function bet-
ter if we moved to a more transparent form of
quote-based competition. Let stocks trade in
dollars and cents, and then the market can
more accurately determine what the prices
and the spreads should be. Investors will get
more opportunities for price improvement in
the most actively traded and liquid stocks, and
the spreads in such stocks should narrow. In-
vestors will also be able to more readily com-
prehend how much the value of a stock is in-
creasing or decreasing, as they will not have
to constantly convert fractions to dollars.

At the time we held our hearings the stock
exchanges resisted such an innovation. I be-
lieved then, as I believe now, that many of the
objections raised to this proposal are ill-found-
ed, while those which warrant consideration
can be readily accommodated through the
regulatory process.

Some might ask, why are we bothering
about a few pennies? The answer is the gold-
en crumbs that Wall Street extracts for each
trade adds up to billions of dollars in costs to
consumers each year. Estimates of the result-
ing savings for investors range widely—from
$4 to $9 billion a year, depending on what
stocks are covered and where the minimum
price increments are set. But even if investors
only saved 1 penny per share, that would still
mean over $1 billion in savings annually.

The bill we are introducing today is very
simple. It directs the Securities and Exchange
Commission to use its existing rulemaking au-
thority to adopt a rule, within 1 year after the
date of enactment, that would transition the
stock and options markets away from trading
in factions to trading in dollars and cents. We
give the SEC the flexibility to determine what
the appropriate minimum price increment or
increments should be, and how to implement
it in a fashion that does not impose undue
burdens on trading and information systems.

The time for delay has ended. American in-
vestors want Wall Street to show us the
money by moving away from trading in frac-
tions to a more understandable stock pricing

system. They also want more opportunities to
get better prices and lower their transaction
costs when they buy or sell stocks.

I congratulate Chairman OXLEY and Chair-
man BLILEY for their leadership in undertaking
this initiative, and SEC Commissioner Steve
Wallman for his outspoken advocacy on the
merits of adopting this reform. I look forward
to working with them, as well as with SEC
Chairman Arthur Levitt, the leaders of our Na-
tion’s stock exchanges, individual and institu-
tional investors, and the securities industry as
we move to early hearings and a markup of
this bill, which I believe may be the most im-
portant proconsumer legislation the Congress
considers this year.

f

KEEP THE GLORY FOR OLD GLORY

HON. GENE GREEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
share with all a poem written by a constituent
of mine, Harry E. Dearen, who is a member of
the American Legion, Chaplain Post 594 and
the American Legion Citizens Flag Alliance in
Houston, TX. I believe his poem captures the
sentiments we all feel about our flag.

KEEP THE GLORY FOR OLD GLORY

No matter who we are, or what we think
About our nation in which we live.
We are free and have a common link
And a duty to our colors and should give

Our very heart and soul to an alliance
To our fellow man and old glory.
The flag that we fought for in defiance
Of offenses aginst liberty. The history

Of our country lived by men at arms
And through our victories of the past
To protect our flag from ones that harm
It in any way, or try to burn, or trash

Our flag is stepping right on me.
I will not put up with that being done.
We must see that it is stopped you see.
It mocks the freedom that we have won.

—H. Dearen.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. SANDER M. LEVIN
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to indicate
that on Thursday, March 6, I accompanied the
President of the United States to my home
State of Michigan where he discussed edu-
cation and the challenge of moving people
from welfare to work.

As a result, I missed rollcall votes 32
through 35. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall votes 32 and 35, and
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall votes 33 and 34.

CONDEMNING THE BOMBING OUT-
SIDE THE MERCER ISLAND JEW-
ISH COMMUNITY CENTER

HON. JENNIFER DUNN
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997
Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Speaker, last

week a bombing occurred outside the Jewish
Community Center on Mercer Island, a city lo-
cated in the congressional district I represent.
It was a rare and threatening display of crimi-
nal behavior on Mercer Island and a crime
that will not go unpunished.

There is an extremely dangerous individual
at large who is responsible for this bombing,
a coward of the highest magnitude, and who
remains a threat to the Jewish community.
Whether a dangerously immature prank or a
deliberately anti-Semitic effort to terrorize this
peaceful community, I condemn this act in the
strongest possible sense. Local community
leaders and I are relieved that no one was
hurt and the center went undamaged. Bringing
those responsible to justice is my highest pri-
ority, and I publicly declare my intention to
fully support law enforcement officials toward
that end.

It is particularly ironic, having recently wit-
nessed on Israeli soil the finalizing of the He-
bron agreement, that despite the historic and
committed peace underway in one of the most
traditionally volatile regions of the world, the
community of Mercer Island is living with vio-
lence. I am proud of my neighbors on Mercer
Island who refuse to allow this violence to ter-
rorize them into retreat. They have reacted
with calm, and their composure is noble and
to be greatly admired.

Mr. Speaker, this Congress, indeed all of
us, should note that what could have been a
disastrous situation characterized by loss of
precious life and honored property is instead a
reminder of the work that lies before us. The
good, peaceful, and law-abiding citizens of our
communities and our country are ready to take
this country back from terrorists and vandals.
They will apprehend the lawless, prosecute
them, and protect their communities. That’s
what the people of Mercer Island and the Jew-
ish community are doing. I stand ready to
help.
f

INTRODUCTION OF THE DOMESTIC
VIOLENCE LEGAL SERVICES ELI-
GIBILITY ACT

HON. NANCY PELOSI
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-

ducing legislation to ensure that no woman
who is a victim of domestic violence will be
denied legal services because of the eco-
nomic status of her abuser.

The Domestic Violence Legal Services Eligi-
bility Act states that in cases of domestic vio-
lence only, the Legal Services Corporation, in
determining eligibility for services, will consider
only the income of the client seeking services.

Legal services clinics report that women
fleeing the home of a spouse or a partner
comprise the majority of their domestic vio-
lence cases. Yet the Legal Services Corpora-
tion guidelines currently state that eligibility for
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services is determined by household income.
In the case of a great number of legal services
they provide, this is fair and appropriate in en-
suring that people who live at or below the
poverty level have access to legal services.

But for women fleeing abuse, the situation
becomes complicated. Often these women do
not have independent income, so the house-
hold income counted against her is that of the
alleged abuser. This legislation would make
certain that these women do not have to be
denied legal services because of their spouse
or partner’s income.

As the new welfare law goes into effect, do-
mestic violence victims will be among those
hardest hit. More than 2 million women are
abused by their husband or partner each year.
It has been reported that more than half of the
women currently receiving government assist-
ance cite domestic violence as a factor.

We are responsible to do everything within
our power to help victims of domestic violence
escape abuse and start on the path to self-
sufficiency. This is just one step on that path
and I hope you will join me.
f

MICHAEL MANLEY: PATRIOT OF
JAMAICA

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I join Michael

Manley’s many friends and admirers who
mourn his loss in paying tribute to his remark-
able life. Michael was my friend for more than
20 years and I greatly admire his visionary
and inspirational leadership. He was a delight-
ful personality with wide ranging interests who
was always aware of, and involved in, the is-
sues of the day. He was a committed patriot
of Jamaica, a man of the Caribbean, and a
person who represented all who struggled for
justice, equality, and opportunity.

Michael was a teacher and a leader on the
issues which have defined the challenge fac-
ing developing nations as they move from po-
litical independence toward sustainable devel-
opment and economic viability. Michael had
the capacity to envision a better world for all,
the ability to articulate his vision, and the lead-
ership to inspire us individually and collectively
to aspire to goals beyond our reach.

Michael Manley’s leadership was a global
significance and impact. His struggle against
apartheid in South Africa was internationally
recognized by the award of the United Nations
Gold Medal in 1978—the highest award of the
Special Committee Against Apartheid. In addi-
tion, his work on economic issues, particularly
the New International Economic Order, and
the external debt problem of developing na-
tions, marked him as one of the preeminent
international political and economic thinkers of
the contemporary era. His prolific writings on
economics and politics include Poverty of Na-
tions, 1991; Up and Down Escalator, 1987;
Jamaica Struggle in the Periphery, 1982; A
Search for Solutions, 1977; A Voice of the
Workplace, 1973; and Politics of Change,
1973. He was a visiting professor at, and re-
ceived honorary doctorates from, numerous in-
stitutions of higher learning in the Caribbean,
Great Britain, and the United States.

Although retired from political life since
1993, he continued to be active in public af-

fairs. Michael Manley played a pivotal role in
the restoration of democracy to Haiti and the
transition to majority rule in South Africa, to
which he led the Commonwealth Observer
Mission that won praise from the new Govern-
ment of South Africa.

I had the opportunity to work particularly
closely with Michael in recent years, in the
restoration of Haitian democracy, and I can
personally attest to his influence in mobilizing
the Organization of American States and the
United Nations to become engaged in nego-
tiating the return of President Aristide to com-
plete the term to which he was elected as
President of Haiti. Michael Manley showed me
his commitment to justice and his love for the
Caribbean as he applied his formidable intel-
lectual and persuasive powers to the cause of
democracy in Haiti. He had similarly commit-
ted a good portion of his public life to the
struggle for self-determination in Africa and
especially was a leader in the effort to end
apartheid and bring about majority rule in
South Africa.

Michael’s global view did not make every-
one comfortable. In the 1970’s, the United
States Government opposed his friendship
with Cuba and his support of the Cuban
troops sent to Angola to stop the advance of
the South African apartheid regime. Michael
suffered the wrath of the United States for his
independence and was labeled a Communist
sympathizer.

Michael was more than a Jamaican, more
than a man of the Caribbean; he was a man
with a global reach and vision who saw the
challenge of reducing the great and tragic gap
between the rich and the poor through the cre-
ation of a new international economic order.

Michael had the capacity to learn and
change, to adopt new tactics to accomplish his
goals in recognition of new and different cir-
cumstances. His economic message changed
from the 1970’s when I first met him and de-
fended him against charges that he was a
Communist. In the 1990’s he emphasized pri-
vate sector-led growth and development.
Throughout he was a prime minister beloved
of his people because he opened opportuni-
ties for participation to the disadvantaged and
removed historical disabilities of gender, class,
and privilege.

His loss will be felt in Jamaica, the Carib-
bean, the hemisphere, and throughout the
world. Michael Manley’s intellect, energy, and
passion were universal in their commitment to
freedom, equality, and justice. His extraor-
dinary impact will be forever remembered.
f

THE CHANGING ROLE OF ENERGY
COMPANIES

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,

I rise to speak on the changing role of energy
companies in the United States as we look
forward to the 21st century. It is ever apparent
that we, as a country, are in the process of
change. Technology is shaping the future of
not only the way we think, but also the way
we act and react to information that we re-
ceive and put out.

There is no doubt that energy companies,
like other industries that touch the lives of

people across the globe, must change and
adapt to meet the growing needs of people in
a world that is affected by new technology
daily. In fact, some may say that we are in the
process of a new revolution; an information
revolution.

Mr. Speaker, on this subject, I would like to
introduce into the record an insightful speech
by Philip J. Carroll, the president and CEO of
Shell Oil Co., on Adapting to a Revolution:
The Challenges Facing Energy Companies in
the 21st Century.
ADAPTING TO A REVOLUTION: THE CHALLENGES

FACING ENERGY COMPANIES IN THE 21ST CEN-
TURY

(By Philip J. Carroll)
INTRODUCTION

I have been invited here today to talk to
you about one man’s view of energy compa-
nies as we near the close of the 20th century
and begin looking forward to the 21st. It’s
somewhat awkward standing before an en-
ergy audience at the end of the 20th century.
I feel a bit like a Trannosaurus Rex in a
Gary Larson cartoon speaking before the So-
ciety of Late Cretaceous Dinosaurs on ‘‘How
to Enjoy the Cooler Weather’’—he had the
idea right, but didn’t fully understand the
implications of what was going on in his en-
vironment.

While there are no meteors crashing down
from the sky, we all know that we are none-
theless in the midst of a change in our envi-
ronment—a true revolution. This particular
revolution is the ‘‘information revolution’’
and I want to talk to you about how it will
change our markets, our organizations, and
most importantly, how it will impact you in-
dividually.

A revolution is a brief period of time where
the whole nature of a system makes a radi-
cal transformation from the way things
‘‘are’’ to the way things ‘‘will be.’’ A revolu-
tion usually begins when existing institu-
tions fail to meet the present needs. When
coupled with a vision of the way things
‘‘ought to be’’ from forces outside the estab-
lishment, a revolution results in great tur-
moil as the opposing sides struggle to define
the future.

I believe that a dominant theme of this
revolution will be to place less value on
physical assets and much more value on
human. This will mean that our organiza-
tional structures, and the people within
them, will have to adapt rapidly to changing
and increasingly competitive markets.

BACKGROUND

Allow me to go back in history a bit to try
to set the stage. Humankind spent thousands
of years making the first revolutionary tran-
sition from hunting to farming. This time
scale was so long, that its study is relegated
mostly to the field of archeology. Life during
the agrarian age was simple, but quite hard.
People toiled physically day in and day out,
just to provide for the basic human needs of
food and clothing. Change continued during
this age as organizations moved from large
feudal systems to single family farms. With
each change came new responsibilities, but
also new freedoms and opportunities. In spite
of the drawbacks and tough conditions, the
human welfare was nonetheless improved as
civilization continued to grow.

The next revolution, the industrial revolu-
tion, was a phenomenon principally of the
last century. It began at the dawn of the 19th
century with the introduction of simple ma-
chines in the British textile mills, and the
perfection of the steam engine in the British
coal industry—both of which substantially
reduced production costs. Although com-
merce itself had been around for thousands
of years, these new industrial capabilities
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caused the birth of new industrial enter-
prises. The changes had a profound effect on
society as people began to move away from
the farms and into the factories. Although
this revolution was also fraught with tur-
moil, once again the overall physical condi-
tion of humanity improved.

The essence of the industrial age was the
physical transformation and transportation
of goods and services. It was characterized
by big physical ‘‘machines’’ that changed
raw materials into physical products. There
was no missing this revolution—it changed
the skyline of civilization around the planet
and it changed it rapidly. The energy indus-
try was central to this age because energy it-
self was at the very heart of the revolution,
it was the common requirement for running
the machines that changed and moved
things.

NEW MARKETS

Now, the experts tell us we are in the
midst of the ‘‘information revolution.’’ It is
a bit harder to see on the city skylines, but
it is no less real. The industrial revolution
was about applying physical leverage, a mul-
tiplier for the power of human muscle. The
information revolution is all about intellec-
tual leverage, a multiplier for the power of
the human mind.

It is easy to see how the information tech-
nology industry itself will be central to this
revolution. However, the information revolu-
tion will also profoundly affect the energy
industry, just like the industrial revolution
changed the way we farm.

The demand for food did not go away at
the end of the agrarian age the means of pro-
duction and delivery simply changed. The in-
dustrial age dramatically lowered the costs
of food production. First farm machinery,
and then new chemicals increased crop yields
on both a manpower and acreage basis. We
also saw a whole new service sector develop
in the form of highways and supermarkets
for the transportation and delivery of food
products. You could still get your green
beans before and after the revolution, but
now you could buy them fresh, frozen, or in
a can.

Likewise, the basic need for energy will
not dissipate in this revolution. However, en-
ergy products and services will change form
as this current revolution has profound ef-
fects on the drivers of both supply and de-
mand.

On the supply side, information technology
will dramatically reduce the costs of finding
and extracting conventional fossil fuels. 3D
seismic, horizontal drilling, and deep water
structure design are all examples where in-
formation technology has been a multiplier
for the human mind. Information technology
will also reduce the costs of transforming
these raw materials into various conven-
tional products such as gasoline and elec-
tricity. Furthermore, information tech-
nology could become the critical cost reduc-
tion enabler which finally makes renewable
energy resources such as solar, wind, and
biomass economically viable.

The very same forces will also cause fun-
damental changes to the demand side of the
energy industry as well. We will see new de-
mands emerge in both industrial and residen-
tial consumer markets. These demands will
be driven by new work processes and life-
styles which are themselves influenced by
the changes in information technologies.

For all the debate about electric versus
gasoline cars, how many of us truly under-
stand the ramifications of consumers who
can choose between bringing to the theater,
or bringing their next entertainment experi-
ence home with the click of a mouse? Even
if motor transportation demand shifts away
from gasoline and into electricity, will con-

sumers choose to purchase it at a quick-
charging station, or will they plug in at
home? How will they prefer to pay for it?

One way or another, the marketplace will
continue to demand energy. The question is
simply one of form. Products will become re-
placeable with services. The information rev-
olution means that the ‘‘value add’’ no
longer has to be a physical product—it can
be information, or the ‘‘service’’ that accom-
panies the ‘‘product.’’

I enjoyed a recent example from my col-
league Robert Shapiro of Monsanto. He of-
fers that the chemical products division of
our industry could move away from produc-
ing chemical sprays for crop protection. In
its place, we should be able to add value by
inserting information directly into the plant
to serve the same purpose. Thus, genetic en-
gineering, or rearranging the information in
a plant, becomes a competitive ‘‘service’’ to
chemical ‘‘products.’’

Even the traditional ‘‘services we have pro-
vided will change. Although the industrial
revolution brought us a broad diversity of
service choices, when compared to the infor-
mation revolution, the industry was charac-
terized by relative sameness. The age was de-
fined by mass replication of a particular
product or service. You wanted gasoline in
your car, there was only one means to get it,
drive to a corner filling station. You could
fill up at my pump or someone’s else’s, but
for all practical purposes, the delivery sys-
tem was the same.

In the future, some consumers will choose
to purchase their energy in one form deliv-
ered in one particular way. At the same
time, others may choose both a different
product and a different delivery service. This
diversity of demand will only increase the
opportunities for a wide variety of businesses
to enter and thrive in the marketplace.

As in the case of the genetically engi-
neered plant, it also means that our competi-
tion will be harder to define. The ‘‘fully-inte-
grated major’’ model which was well suited
for the industrial age is already breaking
apart. ‘‘Independents’’ are a major force in
the upstream sector once dominated by ma-
jors. Likewise, they are a growing force in
the downstream sector as well.

We also see changes in the traditional roles
of the ‘‘operating’’ and ‘‘service’’ sectors as
‘‘service companies’’ begin to participate in
investment risks for a share of the rewards.
The change will continue as ‘‘operating com-
panies’’ begin to offer services to the broader
industry. Shell’s newest independent subsidi-
ary, Shell Service Company, is today offer-
ing a broad array of information technology
and business processing solutions to the en-
tire energy industry.

STRUCTURES

As the old adage goes, ‘‘form follows func-
tion.’’ If the processes driving supply and de-
mand in the marketplace change, then it
stands to reason that the structural forms
around which we organize ourselves are also
subject to change. Organizations of the in-
dustrial age were modeled after machines
they operated. We built clearly defined
hierarchies with assigned responsibilities to
carry out specific tasks in specific ways.
This was well suited to machinery which,
once constructed, would continue to produce
the desired output in a very predictable way.

Allow me to present a new model for infor-
mation age organizations through the use of
a metaphor. Our conventional description of
chemical compounds consists of the ele-
ments of which they are made. In the energy
industry, our personal favorite compounds,
hydrocarbons, are made of hydrogen and car-
bon atoms. Yet, they are more than just ran-
dom mixtures of carbon and hydrogen. Their
value is not contained in the physical par-

ticles of which they are made, it lies in the
bonds that hold them together. Break the
bonds or recombine them in different ways,
and you get valuable substances which can
be converted into either energy or products.
Someone is willing to pay good money for
these mixtures, not because of their raw car-
bon and hydrogen content, but rather be-
cause of the special nature of the bonds
which hold them together.

A ‘‘bond’’ is truly ‘‘information’’ in its
purest form. It is a rule by which two
‘‘things’’ are connected to create value. A
system of bonds between many things may
then be called a ‘‘network.’’ A molecular
‘‘network’’ actually contains very little
physical substance. That which appears to be
a thing—is little more than a bit of sub-
stance connected by bonds in a very special
way. The relationships, or networks, contain
all the value. The information revolution
can thus be thought of as focusing on the re-
lationships between things, rather than the
things themselves for that is where the ‘‘in-
formation’’ lies.

A study of ‘‘things’’ of the highest form,
living creatures, yields two additional obser-
vations. First, the bonds in ‘‘living things’’
contain a great deal more information, DNA
is a lot more complicated than polyester.
Secondly, living things change, they are ca-
pable of adapting to changes in their envi-
ronment. A living tree puts out new leaves
when the weather warms up in the spring. A
dead log simply decays on the forest floor.

I therefore propose that if the energy in-
dustry wishes to thrive—not decay—it must
change and adapt. Specifically, I believe that
we must alter our model whereby value is
primarily extracted by finding or owning a
physical asset. We must modify it to become
a model where one can also add value by es-
tablishing relationships with an asset’s
owner which leverage one’s human talent.
The information age in our industry will in-
creasingly be characterized by a shift away
from the physical—and towards a focus on
human assets. It’s no longer just the things,
refineries, chemical plants, or oil fields, but
also the skills applied to them that creates
value. How we build the bonds, relationships,
and networks between organizations in order
to add value to an asset—regardless of
present ownership—will be the key to infor-
mation age economic success.

The simplest forms of such new relation-
ships would be alliances. Alliances can take
the form of any partnership between suppli-
ers, customers, and even competitors. An al-
liance can form any time there is an oppor-
tunity to survive or thrive which is enhanced
by being together rather than remaining
apart. A good alliance will be one which
causes market information to flow more effi-
ciently and effectively so that organization
may adapt.

As you all know, Shell has a keen interest
in alliances. We are already moving beyond
the early stage of customer/supplier alli-
ances and beginning to explore competitor
alliances in both our upstream and down-
stream businesses. Our first E&P venture
with Amoco in the Permian Basin should be
closing very shortly now. We are developing
a similar relationship with Mobil in Califor-
nia, and are working diligently on a new
downstream alliance with Texaco covering
the whole United States. These alliances are
our first efforts towards creating flexible and
adaptable business structures positioned to
maximize value in the information age.

PEOPLE

Just as the industrial revolution changed
the lives of people everywhere, so will the in-
formation revolution affect our lives as well.
As the working class moved from the farms
to the factories, they had to learn new be-
haviors and skills. Despite the similarity of
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human tasks involved with operating a plow
and a machine, this transition was very
painful. Early 19th century Britain had to
deal with the Luddites, a group of people so
concerned about the replacement of human
labor by machines that they resorted to sab-
otage.

The Luddites did not succeed in stopping
the last revolution, and none of us will be
able to resist this one. We must make the
choice to adapt or die.

First, each of us will need a more diverse
set of business and technical skills than we
presently employ. The skills needed at any
given time will change rapidly depending on
market opportunities. Second, we will need
the ability to both attract and release talent
dependent on the changes. Third, each of us
must also realize that we must individually
grow to meet the ever changing market de-
mands. The capacity and willingness to learn
will likely be the most important character-
istics of successful people in the information
age.

Finally, the behaviors suitable to these
new organizations will be fundamentally dif-
ferent than in large industrial ‘‘machines.’’
Incenting and compensating people for effi-
cient repetition of prespecified tasks is not
necessarily a winning proposition. Results-
oriented variable compensation and portable
benefits are almost certain to be part of our
future.

You may take some comfort in knowing
that all of these revolutions have been scary
to the people experiencing them. Nonethe-
less, they have all improved society in the
end. Their common impact on people has
been an increased role of choice, freedom,
and responsibility. No longer will it be ‘‘the
machine’’ which determined your future for
you. You will have to make choices about
where you think your talents will be the
most valued. You will then have a greater
role in educating yourself in order to aspire
to these new opportunities. You alone will be
responsible for the outcome. You will all
have the freedom to choose your own des-
tiny. Good choices will yield great rewards.

CONCLUSION

Soon, this dinosaur standing before you
today will be gone. But many of you will re-
main behind. You will make many choices
that will determine not only your own fu-
ture, but that of the people and the organiza-
tions around you. I don’t claim to have a
crystal ball about what that future looks
like, but I do believe that if you seize control
of it, the opportunities for greatness are
abundant.

No matter what the precise outcome, I ex-
pect to find that successful organizations
and people of the future will be the ones who
best adapted to this time of great change.
The age ahead will be characterized by a de-
clining focus on physical assets, and an in-
creased emphasis on diverse human skills.
The need for energy in the information age
will not dissipate, but it will change form.

The road ahead is certainly fraught with
peril, yet ripe with opportunity. If we remain
rigid and resist, like the Luddites, the only
place they will find us in the future is the
history books. For those who choose to learn
and grow, the future looks very bright from
where I stand.

Thank you for having me here today, enjoy
the revolution, and good luck with your fu-
ture.

TRIBUTE TO MATHEW J. GABERTY

SPEECH OF

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, March 12, 1997
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

pay tribute to my good friend Mathew Gaberty.
He is being honored on Wednesday, March
12, 1997, at The Daughters of Isabella, Queen
of the Skies Circle No. 683 annual testimonial
dinner in Mt. Clemens. This event is held each
year to recognize a community leader for out-
standing service and to raise funds for charity.

Taking an active role in one’s community is
a responsibility we all share, but few fulfill. Mat
has dedicated much of his life to this endeav-
or. He found the Mat Gaberty Heart Fund in
1981 with the aim of fighting heart disease.
The Mat Gaberty Annual Gold Classic has be-
come the largest single day fundraiser to com-
bat heart disease. The renowned Mat Gaberty
Heart Institute of Mount Clemens General
Hospital was opened in 1989 and has become
a major center for open heart surgery. His
time, talents, and energy are appreciated by
all of us. I thank Mat for all his efforts and
commend him for his good work.

Mat Gaberty has more than fulfilled his civic
responsibilities. He was elected for four terms
to the Macomb County Board of Commis-
sioners. He served 11 years on the Macomb
County Parks and Recreation Committee, and
9 years on the Macomb County Retirement
Board. He has also served as a Macomb
County Commissioner, 8 years as chairman
and 5 years as vice chairman. He was co-
founder of the Urban County Road Association
and served as chairman of the Inter-County
Road Commission. I deeply admire his strong
values and outstanding example of civic in-
volvement.

I applaud the Daughters of Isabella for rec-
ognizing Mat Gaberty. He has provided lead-
ership to our community and I know he is
proud to be honored by this fine organization.
On behalf of the Daughters of Isabella, Queen
of the Skies Circle No. 683, I urge my col-
leagues to join me in saluting Mathew
Gaberty.
f

ITALY’S HIGH SCHOOL’S BOYS
BASKETBALL TEAM

HON. MARTIN FROST
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay
tribute to the Italy Gladiators, an amazing high
school basketball team located in my district.
On Saturday, March 8, in Austin, TX, the Italy
Gladiators defeated Vanderbilt Industrial 71 to
63 to capture the 2–A State championship.

The Italy Gladiators advanced to the State
playoffs for the first time since 1968. Italy’s
record for the 1996–97 basketball season was
an impressive 27–4, and senior guard Keith
Davis led Italy in the championship game with
27 points and was named the game’s most
valuable player. Keith was also named to the
all-tournament team, along with Kenneth Wal-
lace and Jontae Anderson.

My congratulations to the 1996–97 Italy
Gladiators: Don Clingenpeel—coach; Kyle

Holley—coach’s assistant; Josh Droll, Nick
Clark, Dennis Copeland, Brian Weaver,
Donnie Clingenpeel—managers; Jontae An-
derson, Kenneth Wallace, Keith Davis, Dejuan
Davis, Chris Boyd, Jordan Hugghins, Randy
Johnson, Jason Uehlinger, Michael Shelby,
Nick Cooper, David Weaver, Edwin Wallace,
and Sam Owen.
f

RENEWAL ALLIANCE—A BETTER
WAY

HON. RON PACKARD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, today I will join
27 of my colleagues at the Washington, DC,
Darrel Green Learning Center for Underprivi-
leged Children to kick-off a series of events
designed to promote charitable, community,
and faith-based solutions to some of our Na-
tion’s most intractable problems.

Washington bureaucrats took their crack at
it with dismal results, wasting billions of dollars
and destroying lives. We know there is a bet-
ter way. My colleagues and I formed the Re-
newal Alliance to take that message across
the Nation.

Currently, the newly formed alliance com-
prises 28 Congressmen and Senators who
plan to highlight community efforts to solve
poverty, repair broken families, end substance
abuse, and a host of other problems.

The welfare reform critics think one way—
Washington’s way or no way. The fact is, folks
across the country work everyday to touch
lives and restore hope with phenomonal re-
sults. A volunteer’s compassion, dedication,
and genuine desire go much further than a
nameless, faceless check from Washington.

I have served at the local level as a mayor,
a school board member, a chamber of com-
merce board member, part of the Cub Scouts
and been active in my church. I can attest to
the power of the individual, and to what we
can do when we work together. Our Govern-
ment must support rather than replace faith,
family, work, and community.
f

TRIBUTE TO A GREAT CIVIL
RIGHTS LEADER

HON. STENY H. HOYER
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, it gives me great
pleasure to rise today with my colleague from
Texas, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, to honor a lifelong
crusader for civil rights, Arnold Aronson, as he
celebrates his 87th birthday. His distinguished
career in civil rights began nearly 60 years
ago and he has been at the center of nearly
every major civil rights fight since the New
Deal.

Most notably, Mr. Speaker, Mr. Aronson
was one of the founders of the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights in 1950. The sin-
gle-most important event forming this con-
ference was a historic gathering of over 4,000
delegates from 33 States in Washington, DC,
to protest racial injustices throughout the Na-
tion. Arnold Aronson and Roy Wilkins orga-
nized this, the national emergency civil rights
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mobilization, and many of the civil rights’ ac-
complishments which we herald today resulted
from this gathering.

The Leadership Conference on Civil Rights
not only played a crucial role in organizing and
mobilizing African-Americans throughout the
Nation, it also framed the civil rights issue in
a way that all Americans could relate to and
understand. In fact, it is important to note, that
most of Mr. Aronson’s work on behalf of the
civil rights movement was performed while he
was the program director for the National Jew-
ish Community Relations Council. He thus
serves as a living symbol of the historic alli-
ance between the Jewish and Black commu-
nities.

Many of the successes that we point to
today in the area of civil rights is as a result
of Arnold Aronson’s hard work and dedication.
He was directly involved in the development of
President Roosevelt’s Executive order barring
discrimination on the basis of race, creed, or
national origin, and in the drafting of the report
issued by President Truman’s Citizens Com-
mittee on Civil Rights in 1947, which became
the basis for the 1957 Civil Rights Act.

Mr. Aronson once said, ‘‘the struggle for civil
rights cannot be won by any one group acting
by or for itself alone but only through a coali-
tion of groups that share a common commit-
ment to equal justice and equal opportunity for
every American.’’ One of the most impressive
aspects of the work of Arnold Aronson has al-
ways been his commitment to peaceful dem-
onstration, civility, and coalition building.

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to join with my
colleagues to recognize the lifelong achieve-
ments of Arnold Aronson and to honor him
today on his 87th birthday. This is a man who
represents what is right in America, and while
there is much work which remains in the area
of civil rights, we must never forget the com-
mitment and dedication of individuals like Ar-
nold Aronson who were responsible for the
historic progress of the civil rights movement
in our lifetime.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to close with a
quote from the late civil rights leader Clarence
Mitchell, Jr., the former Washington director
for the NAACP, who once referred to Arnold
Aronson as ‘‘one of the giants who labored
longer and earlier than many * * * none of
our great achievements would have been pos-
sible without him.’’ Our Nation is forever in-
debted to Arnold Aronson for his life’s work
and I am pleased to have been able to honor
him today on the floor with my colleagues.
f

IN HONOR OF THE 75TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE PORTUGUESE IN-
STRUCTIVE SOCIAL CLUB

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to pay tribute to an exceptional institution serv-
ing the residents of my district, the Portuguese
Instructive Social Club, on their 75th anniver-
sary. This momentous occasion will be cele-
brated on March 15, 1997, during an evening
of festivities to be held at the Portuguese-
American Hall in Elizabeth.

The Portuguese Instructive Social Club is an
organization dedicated to the continuing pro-

motion of the cultural heritage of the diverse
community in Elizabeth. The 5,000 individuals
connected with this exemplary group have
committed themselves to the betterment of
both children and adults. The children of Eliza-
beth are fortunate to have the Portuguese In-
structive Social Club preparing them for their
future achievements.

Among the numerous services provided by
this unique organization is a Portuguese lan-
guage school, teaching 300 children. The Por-
tuguese Instructive Social Club also promotes
the physical well-being of the young people of
Elizabeth through its youth soccer program.
Additionally, there is a youth division of the
club, Nova Mocidade, serving young people
up to the age of 18.

While youthful attainment is an important
mission of the Portuguese Instructive Social
Club, cultural awareness is its main focus. To
accomplish this laudable goal, the group is
dedicated to artistic endeavors. These com-
mendable endeavors include ‘‘Dancarees E
Cantres de Portugal,’’ serving both adults and
children, a theater group, an amateur soccer
group, a newsletter focusing on issues of in-
terest to the Portuguese community, and other
cultural presentations, including one by the re-
nowned Portuguese singer, Fado. Further-
more, the Portuguese Instructive Social Club
is responsible for organizing the annual Por-
tugal Day celebration which is attended by
10,000 ardent participants.

I ask that my colleagues join me in rec-
ognizing the outstanding work of the Por-
tuguese Instructive Social Club. I heartily com-
mend their accomplishments and all that they
have done to pass on the rich culture of Por-
tugal to future generations. It is an honor to
have such an outstanding organization work-
ing on behalf of the constituents of my district.
f

MIDDLE EAST PEACE DEPENDS ON
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

HON. JAMES P. MORAN
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to express
my support for more projects like the new
Marriott Hotel to be built on the beachfront in
Gaza. I offer the recent essay by my constitu-
ent, Mr. Ralph Nurnberger, from the Christian
Science Monitor, as an excellent recognition of
the need for more targeted economic aid to
the West Bank and Gaza. As Mr. Nurnberger
states, ‘‘* * * the real test of the peace proc-
ess is how it affects the daily lives of Israelis
and Palestinians. If substantive and visible im-
provements do not result, no international
agreements can succeed.’’ He is absolutely
right. Only the development of a strong eco-
nomic infrastructure will progress and peace
succeed.
[From the Christian Science Monitor, Mar. 6,

1997]

NOT A HEARTBREAK HOTEL—GAZA PROJECT
SHOWS WAY TO REVERSE PALESTINIAN DE-
SPAIR

(By Ralph Nurnberger)

The day before he left for his official visit
to the United States, Yasser Arafat presided
over the groundbreaking ceremony for a
Marriott Hotel to be built on the beachfront
in Gaza.

This project says, symbolically, that the
Middle East peace process might, finally,
produce tangible benefits for the people in
the area, especially through direct involve-
ment of the private sector. The construction
and later operation of this hotel will provide
employment for hundreds of Palestinians. It
will contain a modern commercial center to
enable international visitors and Palestin-
ians to conduct business as it is done else-
where in the world. The project will include
a self-contained telecommunications center
for international calls, faxes, and e-mail as
well as excess telephone capacity for the
local market.

This project will be the first major Amer-
ican private sector involvement in Gaza. The
total investment will be approximately six
times more than all other American invest-
ments in Gaza—combined!

While diplomatic achievements are essen-
tial, the real test of the peace process is how
it affects the daily lives of Israelis and Pal-
estinians. If substantive and visible improve-
ments do not result, no international agree-
ments can succeed. For the majority of Is-
raelis, the key element is security. Israelis
must feel safe riding buses, shopping in
malls, and sending their children to schools.
If random acts of violence occur, they must
be assured that the Palestinian Authority
will work with Israeli officials to find and
prosecute the terrorists.

PEACE DIVIDEND: LOWER INCOMES

Although more Israelis have been killed
through terror attacks since the Sept. 13,
1993, signing than in any comparable period,
it appears that the Palestinians finally un-
derstand their responsibility to work with
Israelis to enhance security concerns. The
test for most Palestinians is whether the
peace accords will result in an improved
quality of life. Developing a thriving econ-
omy that provides new employment opportu-
nities will not only minimize hatreds and
tensions, but will also bring about the prom-
ise of a new life.

Economic divergence exacerbates political
and religious tensions. Since the first Rabin-
Arafat signing, Israeli per capita income has
increased from $13,800 to over $15,000, while
Palestinian incomes have dropped by a third
to under $1,200.

Delays and reallocations of internationally
pledged contributions, the reluctance of for-
eign investors to establish projects in Gaza
and the West Bank, border closures, the slow
pace of diplomatic negotiations, and difficul-
ties encountered in setting up a viable Pal-
estinian economy have contributed to grow-
ing frustration. Public infrastructure and
services, including education, health care,
sanitation, water, waste water disposal, and
electricity continue to be inadequate. De-
spite a minor building boom, a housing
shortage remains.

While the Netanyahu government has
eased some limits on Palestinians seeking
employment in Israel, the numbers able to
cross the borders are significantly below the
120,000 able to find daily work in Israel in
1992.

Rather than growing to absorb these work-
ers, the Palestinian economy has declined
over the past two years. Thus, workers have
fewer opportunities to find employment
within Palestinian areas. The unemployment
rate in Gaza, always high, is now estimated
at approximately 50 percent, with the rate in
the West Bank estimated at 30 percent. Un-
employment is highest among young, single
men—the most likely recruits for terror-ori-
ented groups.

BIG AID PLEDGES, LITTLE FOLLOW-THROUGH

The US hosted an international meeting on
Oct. 1, 1993, at which $2.4 billion in assistance
to the West Bank and Gaza was pledged.
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Most of these funds have not been delivered
or have been diverted from long-term
projects to emergency programs and costs of
running the Palestinian Authority.

The United States committed $500 million,
of which $75 million annually for five years
is managed by the Agency for International
Development (AID). The other $125 million
was to come from the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation (OPIC) to assist Amer-
ican investors through a combination of
loans, loan guarantees, and political risk in-
surance.

AID has assisted a number of worthwhile
projects, including $12 million for construc-
tion of six housing units with 192 apartments
in Gaza called Al Karam Towers. AID is also
helping to improve uses of scarce water re-
sources and assisting private sector eco-
nomic growth through technical assistance,
training, loans to local firms, and establish-
ment of industrial parks. But AID funds have
been diverted from long-term projects to
help in establishing Palestinian self-rule.
For example, AID committed $2 million to
support local elections in the West Bank and
Gaza, and to assist Palestinians in promot-
ing more responsible and accountable gov-
ernance.

AID has minimized help for the agricul-
tural sector, the one area where Palestinians
could immediately develop profitable ex-
ports, especially under a new Free Trade
Agreement with the US. Allocating addi-
tional funds to farm exports would be cost
efficient.

OPIC made a major effort to seek private
sector projects to assist or insure. But most
private investors have avoided Gaza, so OPIC
funds committed to date have been modest.

Mr. Arafat would be wise to stress the solv-
ing of such economic problems as a prime
way to reduce tensions, improve the quality
of life, and enhance opportunities for peace.
He should build on momentum from the
hotel project and stress the need for private
sector involvement in the Palestinian econ-
omy.

f

THE 50TH WEDDING ANNIVERSARY
OF JOHN AND EMMA SPANEDDA

HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR.
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
bring to your attention the momentous occa-
sion of the 50th wedding anniversary of John
and Emma Spanedda of Paterson, NJ.

It was 50 years ago on February 15, 1947,
that John and Emma were happily married.
The two were childhood sweethearts, growing
up together in Seminole, a small coal mining
community in western Pennsylvania when
John, the oldest son of 4 children of Anthony
and Elizabeth Spanedda, along with the
former Emma Veronesi, the youngest daugh-
ter of 11 children of Peter and Julia Veronesi
decided to finally marry.

After John served in the U.S. Air Force dur-
ing World War II, the couple decided to move
to New Jersey, taking up residence in the Riv-
erside section of Paterson, where they have
since lived for most of their married life.

Upon their to Paterson, NJ, John became a
business partner and manager of Pennsy
Coat, Inc., in downtown Paterson, which man-
ufactured women’s coats and had employed
70 workers for 25 years. During this time,
Emma was busy at home, raising their family
of two sons and four daughters.

Both John and Emma have been active
members of the community, especially through
their involvement with Blessed Sacrament
Church, where Emma had served on many
committees of the church and was a leading
participant in the Blessed Sacrament PTA.
Even today, John and Emma remain faithful
parishioners of the church.

Since their retirement, John and Emma’s life
has been occupied by church, friends, and
family, including the activities of their 6 grown
children, 14 grandchildren, and 2 great-chil-
dren.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you join me, our col-
leagues, John and Emma’s family and friends,
Blessed Sacrament Church, and the city of
Paterson, in recognizing the truly momentous
occasion of John and Emma Spanedda’s 50th
wedding anniversary.
f

THE MANDATES INFORMATION
ACT

HON. GARY A. CONDIT
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, along with our
colleagues, ROB PORTMAN, NICK SMITH, WALLY
HERGER, and J.C. WATTS, earlier this week I
introduced the Mandates Information Act, H.R.
1010, legislation to protect consumers, work-
ers, and small businesses by enhancing the
quality of Congress’ deliberation on proposed
new unfunded mandates on the private sector.

The problem addressed by this bill is sim-
ple: Congress does not deliberate carefully
enough before deciding whether to impose un-
funded mandates on the private sector. Focus-
ing almost exclusively on the benefits of un-
funded mandates, Congress pays little heed
to, and sometimes seems unaware of, the bur-
den that unfunded mandates sometimes im-
pose on the very groups they are supposed to
help.

This burden is substantial. Economists of al-
most every stripe agree that the costs of un-
funded mandates are primarily borne by con-
sumers, workers, and small businesses.
These costs take the form of higher prices for
consumers, lower wages for workers, and hir-
ing disincentives for small businesses.

The Mandates Information Act would cre-
ates a process for the Congress to deliberate
carefully on proposed new private-sector man-
dates before deciding whether to impose
them. Specifically, the bill would direct the
Congressional Budget Office to prepare a
Consumer, Worker and Small Business Impact
Statement for new private-sector mandates
contained in bills reported out of committee.
The bill would also establish a point of order
against legislation containing private-sector
mandates that exceed the $100 million cost
threshold set for such mandates in the Un-
funded Mandates Reform Act of 1995. Al-
though this point of order could be waived, it
would ensure that Congress actually considers
the information set forth in the Consumer,
Worker and Small Business Impact Statement.
The result will be focused, high-quality delib-
eration on the wisdom of new unfunded pri-
vate-sector mandates.

Mr. Speaker, we took a very important step
in 1995 by passing the Unfunded Mandates
Act to protect State, local, and tribal govern-

ments from having to pay for mandates placed
on them in Washington. One of the unspoken
truths of that act is that it has been a deterrent
to imposing mandates. It has worked in sev-
eral instances, notably keeping costly man-
dates out of the telecommunications and immi-
gration bills.

While we should continue to be diligent in
enforcing the rules that relate to intergovern-
mental mandates, it is time to apply the same
rules to private sector mandates. Mr. Speaker,
I urge our colleagues to join me in support of
this important legislation.

H.R. 1010
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Mandates
Information Act of 1997’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) Before acting on proposed private sector

mandates, the Congress should carefully con-
sider the effects on consumers, workers, and
small businesses.

(2) The Congress has often acted without
adequate information concerning the costs of
private sector mandates, instead focusing
only on the benefits.

(3) The costs of private sector mandates
are often borne in part by consumers, in the
form of higher prices and reduced availabil-
ity of goods and services.

(4) The costs of private sector mandates
are often borne in part by workers, in the
form of lower wages, reduced benefits, and
fewer job opportunities.

(5) The costs of private sector mandates
are often borne in part by small businesses,
in the form of hiring disincentives and stunt-
ed growth.
SEC. 3. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this Act are the following:
(1) To improve the quality of the Congress’

deliberation with respect to proposed man-
dates on the private sector, by—

(A) providing the Congress with more com-
plete information about the effects of such
mandates; and

(B) ensuring that the Congress acts on such
mandates only after focused deliberation on
the effects.

(2) To enhance the ability of the Congress
to distinguish between private sector man-
dates that harm consumers, workers, and
small businesses, and mandates that help
those groups.
SEC. 4. FEDERAL PRIVATE SECTOR MANDATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) ESTIMATES.—Section 424(b)(2) of the

Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C.
658c(b)(2)) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘and’’
after the semicolon; and

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as
subparagraph (C), and inserting after sub-
paragraph (A) the following:

‘‘(B) the impact (including any dispropor-
tionate impact in particular regions or in-
dustries) on consumers, workers, and small
businesses, of the Federal private sector
mandates in the bill or joint resolution, in-
cluding—

‘‘(i) an analysis of the effect of the Federal
private sector mandates in the bill or joint
resolution on consumer prices and on the ac-
tual supply of goods and services in
consumer markets;

‘‘(ii) an analysis of the effect of the Federal
private sector mandates in the bill or joint
resolution on worker wages, worker benefits,
and employment opportunities; and

‘‘(iii) an analysis of the effect of the Fed-
eral private sector mandates in the bill or
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joint resolution on the hiring practices, ex-
pansion, and profitability of business with
100 or fewer employees; and’’.

(2) POINT OF ORDER.—Section 424(b)(3) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2
U.S.C. 658c(b)(3)) is amended by adding after
the period ‘‘If such determination is made by
the Director, a point of order under this part
shall lie only under section 425(a)(1) and as if
the requirement of section 425(a)(1) had not
been met.’’.

(3) THRESHOLD AMOUNTS.—Section 425(a)(2)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2
U.S.C. 658d(a)(2)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘Federal intergovern-
mental mandates by an amount that causes
the thresholds specified in section 424(a)(1)’’
and inserting ‘‘Federal mandates by an
amount that causes the thresholds specified
in section 424(a)(1) or (b)(1)’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘, in the case of Federal
intergovernmental mandates exceeding the
thresholds specified in section 424(a)(1)’’
after ‘‘unless’’.

(4) APPLICATION RELATING TO APPROPRIA-
TIONS COMMITTEES.—Section 425(c)(1)(B) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2
U.S.C. 658d(c)(1)(B)) is amended—

(A) in clause (i) by striking ‘‘intergovern-
mental’’;

(B) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘intergovern-
mental’’;

(C) in clause (iii) by striking ‘‘intergovern-
mental’’;

(D) in clause (iv) by striking ‘‘intergovern-
mental’’;

(5) APPLICATION RELATING TO CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET OFFICE.—Section 427 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C.
658f) is amended by striking ‘‘intergovern-
mental’’.

(b) RULES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES.—Clause 5 of rule XXIII of the Rules of
the House of Representatives (as added by
section 107 of the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1514)) is amended
by striking ‘‘section 424(a)(1)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 424(a)(1) or (b)(1)’’.

(c) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.—
This section is enacted by Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, respectively, and as such it shall be
considered as part of the rules of such House,
respectively, and shall supersede other rules
only to the extent that they are inconsistent
therewith; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change such

rules (so far as relating to such House) at
any time, in the same manner, and to the
same extent as in the case of any other rule
of each House.
SEC. 5. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.

It is the sense of the Congress that any un-
funded mandates that are determined by the
Director of the Congressional Budget Office
to exceed the applicable threshold under sec-
tion 424(a)(1) or (b)(1) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 658f(a)(1),
658f(b)(1)) should be financed through re-
duced taxes, tax abatements, or direct com-
pensation by the Federal Government.

f

THE NATIONAL SECURITY COM-
MITTEE’S INVESTIGATION OF
SEXUAL MISCONDUCT IN THE
MILITARY

HON. TILLIE FOWLER
OF FLORIDA

HON. JANE HARMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 13, 1997

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, my colleague,
Ms. HARMAN, and I appreciate the opportunity
to apprise our colleagues about the ongoing
congressional efforts to investigate the serious
allegations of sexual misconduct that have
been made in our Armed Forces.

As our colleagues know, the House National
Security Committee, of which we are mem-
bers, is the committee with primary respon-
sibility over the Department of Defense, par-
ticularly with regard to policy issues. It has
been tasked by Speaker GINGRICH to fully in-
vestigate the issue of sexual misconduct in the
military services. Committee chairman FLOYD
SPENCE has asked our colleague STEVE
BUYER, chairman of the Personnel Subcommit-
tee, and ourselves, the two most senior
women on the committee, to lead the commit-
tee’s efforts.

Mr. Speaker, we take seriously both the al-
legations of sexual misconduct and the allega-
tions raised this week of possible investigative
misconduct. Let us point out that the commit-
tee’s focus is not on integrated basic training,

not gender neutral performance standards,
and not women in combat. Our focus is on
sexual misconduct.

The committee’s schedule of activities is de-
signed to provide members with an independ-
ent basis with which to evaluate the Army
Senior Task Force Report on sexual mis-
conduct, due in mid June, and other testimony
it will receive, while not interfering with ongo-
ing criminal investigations and prosecutions.

More importantly, the committee’s work will
examine each of the military services, not just
the Army.

During the course of the investigation, the
committee will focus on the extent to which
the guidelines and systems to protect against
harassment and sexual misconduct have
failed; whether the Army and the other
branches of the Armed Forces can institute
sufficient safeguards to protect against future
misconduct or whether extraordinary avenues
must be created to address allegations of sex-
ual misconduct; the degree to which broad
discretion as exercised in the chain of com-
mand contributes to a lack of faith in the mili-
tary justice system; and as a result of the alle-
gations raised Wednesday, whether investiga-
tive practices have led to inappropriate pres-
sure if not coercion of individuals to make
false allegations or to make admissions in vio-
lation of due process and fifth amendment
rights against self-incrimination.

To date, we have not reached the conclu-
sion that an investigation independent of the
Army of the Department or Defense is nec-
essary. We are concerned that an independ-
ent investigation may jeopardize planned
criminal prosecutions.

Mr. Speaker, our Armed Forces have a
proud history. They led the Nation in racial in-
tegration. We believe they fully appreciate
what is at stake with these allegations and will
respond to ensure that both women and men
are respected as individuals and for the con-
tribution each brings to making our military the
best fighting force possible.

We look forward to providing progress re-
ports to our colleagues on the committee’s in-
vestigation of this important subject.
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Daily Digest
Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S2221–S2297

Measures Introduced: Eight bills and six resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 435–442, S.
Con. Res. 7–11, and S. Res. 63.                        Page S2274

Campaign Financing/Constitutional Amendment:
Senate continued consideration of S.J. Res. 18, pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to contributions and expendi-
tures intended to affect elections.              Pages S2239–73

A unanimous-consent time-agreement was reached
providing for further consideration of the resolution
on Tuesday, March 18, 1997, with a vote to occur
thereon.                                                                            Page S2296

Independent Counsel—Agreement: A unanimous-
consent agreement was reached providing for the
consideration of S.J. Res. 22, to express the sense of
the Congress concerning the application by the At-
torney General for the appointment of an independ-
ent counsel to investigate allegations of illegal fund-
raising in the 1996 presidential election campaign.
                                                                                            Page S2296

Messages From the House:                               Page S2273

Communications:                                             Pages S2273–74

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S2274–84

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S2284–85

Notices of Hearings:                                              Page S2293

Authority for Committees:                        Pages S2293–94

Additional Statements:                                Pages S2294–96

Adjournment: Senate convened at 10 a.m., and ad-
journed at 6:39 p.m., until 10 a.m., on Friday,
March 14, 1997. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Majority Leader in today’s Record on
pages S2207–97.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: Com-
mittee resumed hearings on proposed legislation au-
thorizing funds for agricultural research, education,
and extension programs of the 1996 Farm Bill, re-
ceiving testimony from Catherine E. Woteki, Acting
Under Secretary of Agriculture for Research, Edu-
cation, and Economics; Mary E. Clutter, Assistant
Director for the Biological Sciences, National Science
Foundation; Wendy Baldwin, Deputy Director for
Extramural Research, National Institutes of Health,
Department of Health and Human Services; James F.
Decker, Deputy Director for Energy Research, De-
partment of Energy; Robert A. Robinson, Director,
Food and Agricultural Issues, Resources, Commu-
nity, and Economic Division, General Accounting
Office; David Lineback, University of Idaho, Mos-
cow, on behalf of the Council for Agricultural
Science and Technology; Martin A. Apple, Council
for Scientific Society Presidents, Washington, D.C.;
and Louis Sherman, on behalf of the American Soci-
ety of Plant Physiologists, and S. Suzanne Nielson,
on behalf of the Institute for Food Technologists,
both of Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana.

Hearings continue on Tuesday, March 18.

NATIONAL CHEESE EXCHANGE
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies
held hearings to explore alternatives to the National
Cheese Exchange as part of the dairy pricing system,
receiving testimony from Senator Feingold; Daniel
R. Glickman, Secretary, Michael Dunn, Assistant
Secretary for Marketing and Regulatory Programs,
and Keith Collins, Chief Economist, all of the De-
partment of Agriculture; Alan T. Tracy, Wisconsin
Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer
Protection, Madison; E. Linwood Tipton, Inter-
national Dairy Foods Association, Washington, D.C.;
Edward T. Coughlin, National Milk Producers Fed-
eration, Arlington, Virginia; Harold J. Howrigan, St.
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Albans Cooperative Creamery, Inc., Fairfield, Ver-
mont; Buckey M. Jones, Mid-America Dairymen,
Inc., Smithdale, Mississippi; Arden Tewksbury, Pro-
gressive Agriculture Organization, Meshoppen,
Pennsylvania; Bill Brey, Wisconsin Farmers Union,
Sturgeon Bay, on behalf of the National Farmers
Union; and Kenneth E. Zurin, Kenburn Farms,
Mount Joy, Pennsylvania.

Subcommittee will meet again on Tuesday, March
18.

APPROPRIATIONS—COMMERCE
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary, and Related
Agencies held hearings on proposed budget estimates
for fiscal year 1998 for the Department of Com-
merce, receiving testimony from William M. Daley,
Secretary of Commerce.

Subcommittee will meet again on Wednesday,
March 19.

APPROPRIATIONS—ENERGY
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on the In-
terior and Related Agencies held hearings on pro-
posed budget estimates for fiscal year 1998 for the
Department of Energy, receiving testimony from
Federico Peña, Secretary of Energy.

Subcommittee will meet again on Thursday, April
10.

AUTHORIZATION—DEFENSE
Committee on Armed Services: Committee resumed hear-
ings on proposed legislation authorizing funds for
fiscal year 1998 for the Department of Defense and
the future years defense program, focusing on mili-
tary strategies and operational requirements of the
unified commands, receiving testimony from Gen.
Howell M. Estes, USAF, Commander-in-Chief, U.S.
Space Command; Gen. Eugene E. Hablger, USAF,
Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Strategic Command; Gen.
Walter Kross, USAF, Commander-in-Chief, U.S.
Transportation Command; and Gen. John J.
Sheehan, USMC, Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Atlantic
Command.

Committee will meet again on Tuesday, March 18.

AMTRAK
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation and Merchant
Marine held hearings to examine the financial condi-
tion of the National Railroad Passenger Corporation
(Amtrak), receiving testimony from Phyllis F.
Scheinberg, Associate Director, Transportation Is-
sues, Resources, Community, and Economic Devel-
opment Division, General Accounting Office; Thom-
as M. Downs, President and CEO, National Railroad
Passenger Corporation; and Donald M. Itzkoff, Dep-

uty Administrator, Federal Railroad Administration,
Department of Transportation.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Committee
ordered favorably reported, with amendments, S.
104, to reform United States policy with regard to
the management and disposal of spent nuclear fuel
and high-level radioactive waste.

ELECTRIC UTILITIES DEREGULATION
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Committee
resumed oversight hearings to discuss proposals to
advance the goals of deregulation and competition in
the electric power industry, receiving testimony from
Joseph Dickey, Chief Operating Officer, Tennessee
Valley Authority; Richard Munson, Northeast-Mid-
west Institute, Washington, D.C.; Robert Claussen,
Alabama Municipal Electric Agency, Montgomery;
Roy Hemmingway, Oregon Northwest Energy, Port-
land, on behalf of the Northwest Energy Review
Transition Board; Glenn English, National Rural
Electric Cooperative Association, Arlington, Vir-
ginia; Gary Zarker, Seattle City Light, Seattle,
Washington, on behalf of the American Public
Power Association; Missy Mandell, Lower Colorado
River Authority, Austin, Texas, on behalf of the
Large Public Power Council; Dick Snell, Pinnacle
West Capital Corporation, Phoenix, Arizona; and
Don Meiners, Entergy Mississippi, Jackson, on be-
half of TVA Watch.

Hearings continue on Thursday, March 20.

NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic Preservation
and Recreation held hearings to examine the future
of the National Park System and to identify the
needs, requirements, and innovative programs that
will improve and enhance the operations of the Park
Service, receiving testimony from Jim Maddy, Presi-
dent, National Park Foundation; James M. Ridenour,
Eppley Institute/University of Indiana, Bloomington;
W. James Host, National Tour Association, Inc.,
Lexington, Kentucky; Charles M. Clusen, Natural
Resources Defense Council, and Paul C. Pritchard,
National Parks and Conservation Association, both of
Washington, D.C.; and Deanne Adams, Association
of National Park Rangers, Seattle, Washington.

Hearings continue on Thursday, March 20.

AUTHORIZATION—SURFACE
TRANSPORTATION
Committee on Environment and Public Works: Sub-
committee on Transportation and Infrastructure re-
sumed hearings on proposed legislation authorizing
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funds for programs of the Intermodal Surface Trans-
portation Efficiency Act of 1991, receiving testi-
mony from Senators Roth, Jeffords, and Biden; Mi-
chael P. Huerta, Associate Deputy Secretary of
Transportation/Director, Office of Intermodalism,
Department of Transportation; Thomas M. Downs,
President and CEO, National Railroad Passenger
Corporation (Amtrak); Leslie White, C-Tran, Van-
couver, Washington, on behalf of the American Pub-
lic Transit Association; and Karen Borlaug Phillips,
Association of American Railroads, William E.
Loftus, American Short Line Railroad Association,
and Thomas J. Donohue, American Trucking Asso-
ciations, Inc., all of Washington, D.C.

Subcommittee will meet again on Wednesday,
March 19.

CAPITAL GAINS

Committee on Finance: Committee held hearings to ex-
amine the impact of capital gains taxation on the
cost of capital, saving and investment, and economic
growth, receiving testimony from Paul A. Volcker,
former Chairman, Federal Reserve System, and Allen
Sinai, Primark Decision Economics, Inc., both of
New York, New York; Jack Kemp, Empower Amer-
ica, former Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and Mark Bloomfield, American Council for
Capital Formation, both of Washington, D.C.; and
Alan J. Auerbach, University of California, Berkeley.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.

MEDICARE

Committee on Finance: Subcommittee on Health Care
resumed hearings to examine the financial soundness
of the Medicare program and its long-term status,
receiving testimony from Guy King, Ellicott City,
Maryland, former Chief Actuary, Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration, Department of Health and
Human Services; John C. Goodman, National Center
for Policy Analysis, Dallas, Texas; David B. Kendall,
Progressive Policy Institute, and Richard J. David-
son, American Hospital Association, both of Wash-
ington, D.C.; and Daniel H. Johnson, Jr., Metairie,
Louisiana, on behalf of the American Medical Asso-
ciation.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.

ACDA/INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
BUDGET
Committee on Foreign Relations: Subcommittee on
International Operations concluded hearings on the
President’s proposed budget request for fiscal year
1998 for the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency and certain international organizations and
conferences, after receiving testimony from John D.
Holum, Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency; and Princeton N. Lyman, Acting
Assistant Secretary of State for International Organi-
zation Affairs.

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Subcommittee on
International Security, Proliferation, and Federal
Services concluded hearings to examine issues with
regard to the deployment of a national missile de-
fense system by the United States and reductions to
strategic offensive weapons in both the United States
and Russia, after receiving testimony from Max M.
Kampelman, Vice Chairman, U.S. Institute of Peace;
and Keith B. Payne, Georgetown University School
of Foreign Service, Washington, D.C., and Andrei
Kortunov, Moscow Public Science Foundation, Rus-
sia, both on behalf of the National Institute for Pub-
lic Policy.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Labor and Human Resources: Committee
began markup of S. 4, to provide private sector em-
ployees the same opportunities for time-and-a-half
compensatory time off, biweekly work programs, and
flexible credit hour programs to help balance the de-
mands and needs of work and family, and to clarify
the provisions relating to exemptions of certain pro-
fessionals from the minimum wage and overtime re-
quirements of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938,
but did not complete action thereon, and recessed
subject to call.

NOMINATION
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee continued
hearings in open and closed session on the nomina-
tion of Anthony Lake, of Massachusetts, to be Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence, where the nominee fur-
ther testified and answered questions in his own be-
half.

Hearings continue on Tuesday, March 18.
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House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 31 public bills, H.R. 1052–1082;
and 5 resolutions, H. Con. Res. 48–50, and H. Res.
97–98, were introduced.                                 Pages H1016–18

Reports Filed: One report was filed as follows:
H.R. 968, to amend title XVIII and XIX of the

Social Security Act to permit a waiver of the prohi-
bition of offering nurse aide training and com-
petency evaluation programs in certain nursing fa-
cilities, amended (H. Rept. 105–23 Part I).
                                                                                            Page H1016

Disapprove Presidential Certification Regarding
Mexico: By a recorded vote of 251 ayes to 175 noes,
Roll No. 48, the House passed H.J. Res. 58, dis-
approving the certification of the President under
section 490(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
regarding foreign assistance for Mexico during fiscal
year 1997.                                                                Pages H963–89

Rejected the Hamilton motion to recommit the
joint resolution to the Committee on International
Relations.                                                                         Page H989

Agreed to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute as amended by the Hastert
amendment (agreed to by a recorded vote of 229
ayes to 195 noes, Roll No. 47).                   Pages H982–89

Agreed to the Hastert amendment, as modified, to
the committee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute that defers disapproval of the Presidential cer-
tification relating to Mexico if, within 90 days of en-
actment, the President reports to Congress that he
has obtained assurances of progress with the govern-
ment of Mexico to authorize additional DEA or
other U.S. law enforcement agents for narcotics con-
trol operations in Mexico, authorize U.S. law en-
forcement agents to carry firearms in Mexico for self-
defense, take measures to find and eliminate law en-
forcement corruption in Mexico, commit to extradite
Mexican nationals wanted by the U.S. Government
for drug trafficking, secure necessary aircraft over-
flight and refueling rights including radar coverage
to monitor drug traffickers, and proceed toward a
permanent maritime agreement to allow U.S. Coast
Guard and other vessels to halt traffickers pursued
into Mexican waters; and further establishes a High
Level Commission on International Narcotics Control
to review the annual certification process relating to
international narcotics control and requires an in-
terim report within six months of enactment (agreed
to by a yea-and-nay vote of 212 yeas to 205 nays
with 9 voting ‘‘present,’’ Roll No. 46).    Pages H983–88

Earlier, agreed by unanimous consent, to modify
the Hastert amendment, as specified in House Re-
port 105–20 accompanying the rule, by striking ref-
erences to financial markets from the duties and re-
ports of the High Level Commission on International
Narcotics Control.                                                        Page H954

H. Res. 95, the rule under which the joint resolu-
tion was considered, was agreed to by a yea-and-nay
vote of 213 yeas to 209 nays, Roll No. 45.
                                                                                      Pages H954–63

Paperwork Elimination Act: By a yea-and-nay vote
of 395 yeas, Roll No. 50, the House passed H.R.
852, to amend chapter 35 of title 44, United States
Code, popularly known as the Paperwork Reduction
Act, to minimize the burden of Federal paperwork
demands upon small businesses, educational and
nonprofit institutions, Federal contractors, State and
local governments, and other persons through the
sponsorship and use of alternative information tech-
nologies.                                                             Pages H996–H1000

H. Res. 88, the rule under which the bill was
considered, was agreed to by a voice vote. Earlier,
agreed to order the previous question by a yea-and-
nay vote of 219 yeas to 187 nays, Roll No. 49.
                                                                                      Pages H989–96

Legislative Program: The Chairman of the Rules
Committee announced the Legislative Program for
the week of March 17.                                    Pages H1000–01

Meeting Hour: Agreed that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 2 p.m. on Mon-
day, March 17; and agreed that when the House ad-
journs on Monday, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m.
on Tuesday, March 18 for morning hour debate.
                                                                                            Page H1001

Calendar Wednesday: Agreed that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday rule be dis-
pensed with on Wednesday March 19.           Page H1002

Mexico-United States Interparliamentary Group:
The Chair announced the Speaker’s appointment of
Representative Kolbe to the Mexico-United States
Interparliamentary Group as Chairman.         Page H1002

Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group:
The Chair announced the Speaker’s appointment of
Representative Houghton to the Canada-Interpar-
liamentary Group as Chairman.                          Page H1002

Commission on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope: The Chair announced the Speaker’s appoint-
ment of Representative Smith of New Jersey as Co-
Chairman, and Representatives Porter, Wolf, Salm-
on, and Christensen as members of the Commission
on Security and Cooperation in Europe.         Page H1002
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National Committee on Vital and Health Statis-
tics: The Chair announced the Speaker’s appoint-
ment of Mr. Jeffrey S. Blair of Atlanta, Georgia to
the National Committee on Vital and Health Statis-
tics on the part of the House.                             Page H1002

Quorum Calls—Votes: Four yea-and-nay votes and
two recorded votes developed during the proceedings
of the House today and appear on pages H962–63,
H988, H988–89, H990, H995, and H999–H1000.
There were no quorum calls.

Adjournment: Met at 10 a.m. and adjourned at
7:57 p.m.

Committee Meetings
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT,
FDA AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Admin-
istration, and Related Agencies held a hearing on
Rural Development. Testimony was heard from Jill
Long Thompson, Under Secretary, Rural Develop-
ment, USDA.

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, AND
JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State and Judiciary held a hearing on
the Supreme Court, the Architect of the Capitol, the
FCC and the National Telecommunications and In-
formation Administration. Testimony was heard
from the following Justices of the Supreme Court:
Anthony M. Kennedy; and David H. Souter; Alan
M. Hantman, Architect of the Capitol; Reed E.
Hunt, Chairman, FCC; and Larry Irving, Assistant
Secretary, Communications and Information, Depart-
ment of Commerce.

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Energy
and Water Development held a hearing on Energy
Resources. Testimony was heard from the following
officials of the Department of Energy; Martha A.
Krebes, Director, Energy Research; Christine Ervin,
Assistant Secretary, Energy Efficiency and Renewable
Energy; and Terry R. Lash, Assistant Secretary, Nu-
clear Energy.

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PROGRAMS
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs
held a hearing on Security Assistance. Testimony was

heard from Walter B. Slocombe, Under Secretary,
Policy, Department of Defense; and Thomas McNa-
mara, Assistant Secretary, Political-Military Affairs,
Department of State.

INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Interior
held a hearing on the National Endowments for the
Arts and the National Endowments for the Human-
ities. Testimony was heard from the following offi-
cials of the National Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities; Jane Alexander, Chairman, National
Endowments for the Arts; and Sheldon Hackney,
Chairman, National Endowments for the Human-
ities.

LABOR-HHS-EDUCATION
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education held a
hearing on Educational Research and Improvements,
the Office of Inspector General, on Howard Univer-
sity and Special Institutions for the Disabled. Testi-
mony was heard from the following officials of the
Department of Education: Marshall S. Smith, Under
Secretary; Thomas R. Bloom, Inspector General; H.
Patrick Swygert, President, Howard University; Ju-
dith E. Heumann, Assistant Secretary, Special Edu-
cation and Rehabilitative Services; Tuck Tinsley, III,
President, American Printing House for the Blind; I.
King Jordan, President, Gallaudet University; Rob-
ert R. Davila, Vice President and Wendell S.
Thompson, Associate Director, both with the Na-
tional Technical Institute for the Deaf, Rochester In-
stitute of Technology; Ramon F. Rodriguez, Liaison
Officer, Office of Special Institutions, Office of Spe-
cial Education and Rehabilitative Services; Thomas
P. Skelly, Director, Budget Service, Office of the
Under Secretary; and Carol Cichowski, Director, Di-
vision of Special Education, Rehabilitation, and Re-
search Analysis, Budget Service, Office of the Under
Secretary.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Construction continued appropriations hearings.
Testimony was heard from Members of Congress and
public witnesses.

NATIONAL SECURITY APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security held a hearing on Fiscal Year 1998
Army Budget Overview and on Army Acquisition
Programs. Testimony was heard from the Depart-
ment of the Army: Togo D. West, Jr., Secretary;
Gen. Dennis J. Reimer, USA, Chief of Staff; Gilbert
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F. Decker, Assistant Secretary, Research, Develop-
ment and Acquisition; Lt. Gen. Ronald V. Hite,
USA, Military Deputy to the Assistant Secretary
(Research, Development and Acquisition).

TRANSPORTATION APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Trans-
portation held a hearing on the Federal Highway
Administration and on the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration. Testimony was heard from
the following officials of the Department of Trans-
portation: Jane Garvey, Acting Administrator, Fed-
eral Highway Administration; and Ricardo Martinez,
Administrator, National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration.

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Treas-
ury, Postal Service, and General Government held a
hearing on the Federal Election Commission. Testi-
mony was heard from the following officials of the
FEC: John Warren McGarry, Chairman; Joan D.
Aikens, Vice Chairman; and Scott E. Thomas, Com-
missioner.

MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT BANKS
Committee on Banking and Financial Services: Sub-
committee on Domestic and International Monetary
Policy held a hearing on Multilateral Development
Banks. Testimony was heard from William E.
Schuerch, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary, Inter-
national Development, Debt and Environment Pol-
icy, Department of the Treasury.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Commerce: Ordered reported the follow-
ing bills: H.R. 968, to amend Title XVIII and XIX
of the Social Security Act to permit a waiver of the
prohibition of offering nurse aide training and com-
petency evaluation programs in certain nursing fa-
cilities; and H.R. 1001, to extend the term of ap-
pointment of certain members of the Prospective
Payment Assessment Commission and the Physician
Payment Review Commission.

ASSISTED SUICIDE FUNDING RESTRICTION
ACT
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Health and
Environment approved for full Committee action
amended H.R. 1003, Assisted Suicide Funding Re-
striction Act of 1997.

EDUCATION INITIATIVES
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Held a hear-
ing on the Administration’s Education initiatives.
Testimony was heard from Representatives Saxton
and Green; and public witnesses.

GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE RESULTS
ACT IMPLEMENTATION
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on Government Management, Informa-
tion, and Technology concluded hearings on the
Government Performance and Results Act Imple-
mentation: How to Achieve Results. Testimony was
heard from Rudolph W. Giuliani, Mayor, City of
New York.

HHS’S DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM—
INFANT MORTALITY
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on Human Resources and Intergovern-
mental Relations held a hearing on HHS’s Dem-
onstration Program: ‘‘Healthy Start: Implementation
Lessons and Impact on Infant Mortality.’’ Testimony
was heard from Representatives Cummings, Stokes,
and Thompson; from the following officials of the
Public Health Service, Department of Health and
Human Services: Audrey Nora, M.D., Director, Ma-
ternal and Child Health Bureau, Health Resources
and Services Administration; James Marks, M.D.,
Director, Chronic Disease Center, Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention; Duane Alexander, M.D., Di-
rector, Institute of Child Health and Human Devel-
opment, NIH; and Lisa Simpson, Acting Adminis-
trator, Agency for Health Care Policy and Research;
and public witnesses.

DRUG FREE COMMUNITY ACT
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on National Security, International Af-
fairs, and Criminal Justice approved for full Com-
mittee action amended H.R. 956, Drug-free Com-
munities Act of 1997.

Prior to this action, the Subcommittee held a
hearing on this bill. Testimony was heard from Rep-
resentatives Portman and Levin; and public wit-
nesses.

COMMITTEE FUNDING
Committee on House Oversight: Ordered reported
amended H. Res. 91, providing amounts for the ex-
penses of certain committees of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

U.S. FOREIGN ASSISTANCE—POLICY
Committee on International Relations: Held a hearing on
Foreign Assistance and U.S. Foreign Policy. Testi-
mony was heard from public witnesses.

AFRICA-U.S. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
IMPACT
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
Africa held a hearing on the Impact of U.S. Devel-
opment Assistance in Africa. Testimony was heard
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from George Moose, Assistant Secretary, Africa, De-
partment of State; Carol Peasley, Acting Adminis-
trator, Africa, AID, U.S. International Development
Cooperation Agency; and public witnesses.

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZATION

Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
International Operations and Human Rights held a
hearing on Foreign Relations Authorization for FY
1998: U.S. Information Agency and National En-
dowment for Democracy. Testimony was heard from
the following officials of the U.S. Information Agen-
cy: Joseph D. Duffey, Director; and David Burke,
Chairman, Broadcasting Board of Governors; and
Carl Gershman, President, National Endowment for
Democracy.

PRIVATE BILLS; COMMITTEE
ORGANIZATION

Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Claims considered a private immigration
bill and a private claims bill.

The Committee also met for organizational pur-
poses.

MILITARY HOUSING REVITALIZATION

Committee on National Security: Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Installations and Facilities held a hearing on re-
vitalization of military housing. Testimony was
heard from the following officials of the Department
of Defense: John B. Goodman, Deputy Under Sec-
retary (Industrial Affairs and Installations); Paul W.
Johnson, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations and Facilities); Duncan Holaday, Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations and
Facilities); and Jimmy G. Dishner, Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force (Installations).

MILITARY COMPENSATION REFORM

Committee on National Security: Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Personnel held a hearing on military compensa-
tion reform and recruiting/retention issues. Testi-
mony was heard from the following officials of the
Department of Defense: Frederick Pang, Assistant
Secretary (Force Management Policy); Lt. Gen. Fred-
erick E. Vollrath, USA, Deputy Chief of Staff, Per-
sonnel, Department of the Army; Vice Adm. Daniel
T. Oliver, USN, Chief, Naval Personnel, Department
of the Navy; Lt. Gen. Michael D. McGinty, USAF,
Deputy Chief of Staff, Personnel, Department of the
Air Force; and Lt. Gen. Carol A. Mutter, USMC,
Deputy Chief of Staff, Manpower and Reserve Af-
fairs, Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps.

RUSSIAN MISSILE DETARGETING AND
NUCLEAR DOCTRINE

Committee on National Security: Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Research and Development held a hearing on
Russian Missile Detargeting and Nuclear Doctrine.
Testimony was heard from public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES

Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on Fisheries
Conservation, Wildlife and Oceans held a hearing on
the following measures: H.R. 39, to reauthorize the
African Elephant Conservation Act; and H. Con.
Res. 8, expressing the sense of Congress with respect
to the significance of maintaining the health and sta-
bility of coral reef ecosystems. Testimony was heard
from Representatives Cunningham and Deutsch;
Terry D. Garcia, Acting Assistant Secretary, Oceans
and Atmosphere and Deputy Administrator, NOAA,
Department of Commerce; Marshall Jones, Assistant
Director, International Affairs, U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service, Department of the Interior; and public
witnesses.

DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL LANDS—
ACQUISITION OF SENSITIVE LAND

Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on National
Parks and Public Lands held a hearing on H.R. 449,
to provide for the orderly disposal of certain Federal
lands in Clark County, Nevada, and to provide for
the acquisition of environmentally sensitive lands in
the State of Nevada. Testimony was heard from Sen-
ators Reid and Bryan; Mat Millenbach, Deputy Di-
rector, Bureau of Land Management, Department of
the Interior; and public witnesses.

NSF AUTHORIZATION

Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Basic Research
continued hearings on the NSF Fiscal Year 1998
Authorization, Part II: Math, Science, and Engineer-
ing Education Programs. Testimony was heard from
public witnesses.

NOAA BUDGET AUTHORIZATION

Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment held a hearing on Fiscal Year 1998
Budget Authorization Request: NOAA. Testimony
was heard from the following officials of the Depart-
ment of Commerce: D. James Baker, Administrator,
NOAA, and Under Secretary, Oceans and
Atmospheres; and Frank DeGeorge, Inspector Gen-
eral; and Joel Willemssen, Director, Accounting and
Information Management Division, GAO.
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NASA AUTHORIZATION
SPACE SHUTTLE PROGRAM
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Space and Aer-
onautics held a hearing on Fiscal Year NASA Au-
thorization: Space Shuttle Program. Testimony was
heard from the following officials of NASA: Steve
Oswald, Deputy Associate Administrator (Space
Shuttle); and Paul M. Johnstone, Chairman, Aero-
space Safety Panel; and a public witness.

FAA RESEARCH-ENGINEERING-
DEVELOPMENT
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Technology
held a hearing on FAA Research, Engineering and
Development. Testimony was heard from George L.
Donohue, Associate Administrator, Research and Ac-
quisitions, FAA, Department of Transportation; and
a public witness.

ISTEA REAUTHORIZATION
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation continued hear-
ings on Member policy initiatives and requests for
highway and transit projects in the ISTEA Reauthor-
ization. Testimony was heard from Members of Con-
gress and public witnesses.

MEDICARE PREVENTIVE BENEFIT
IMPROVEMENT ACT
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on
Health held a hearing on H.R. 15, Medicare Preven-
tive Benefit Improvement Act of 1997. Testimony
was heard from Speaker Gingrich; Representatives
Sisisky, Nethercutt and Furse; and public witnesses.

BUDGET AUTHORIZATIONS—CUSTOMS,
INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION,
OFFICE OF THE TRADE REPRESENTATIVE
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on
Trade approved for full Committee action Budget
Authorizations for Fiscal Year 1998 and 1999 for
the U.S. Customs Service, the International Trade
Commission, and the Office of the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative.

AIRBORNE RECONNAISSANCE
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: Subcommit-
tee on Technical and Tactical Intelligence met in ex-
ecutive session to hold a hearing on Airborne Recon-
naissance. Testimony was heard from departmental
witnesses.

Joint Meetings
INCOME TAX SYSTEM
Joint Economic Committee: Committee concluded hear-
ings to examine the economic problems of the in-

come tax system, after receiving testimony from
Lawrence B. Lindsey, former Member, Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System; and Norman
B. Ture, Institute for Research on the Economics of
Taxation, Barry K. Rogstad, American Business Con-
ference, and Lawrence Chimerine, Economic Strategy
Institute, all of Washington, D.C.

GPO/ORGANIZATIONAL MEETING
Joint Committee on Printing: Committee concluded
oversight hearings to review activities of the Govern-
ment Printing Office, after receiving testimony from
Michael F. DiMario, Public Printer, Wayne Kelley,
Superintendent of Documents, and T.C. Evans, Prod-
uct Services Manager, Office of Electronic Informa-
tion Dissemination Services, Superintendent of Doc-
uments, all of the Government Printing Office.

Also, committee met and elected Senator Warner
as Chairman, and Representative Thomas as Vice
Chairman.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Joint Hearing: Senate Committee on Governmental
Affairs’ Subcommittee on Oversight of Government
Management, Restructuring, and the District of Co-
lumbia concluded joint hearings with the House
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight’s
Subcommittee on the District of Columbia to exam-
ine the financial condition of the government of the
District of Columbia, after receiving testimony from
Mayor Marion Barry, Charlene Drew Jarvis, Chair-
woman, City Council, Andrew Brimmer, Chairman,
Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance
Authority/City Control Board, and Anthony Wil-
liams, Chief Financial Officer, all of the District of
Columbia.

CHECHNYA
Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe (Hel-
sinki Commission): Commission held hearings on the
future of Chechnya, receiving testimony from Tim
Guldimann, Organization on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe, Grozny, Chechnya.

Commission recessed subject to call.

f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR FRIDAY,
MARCH 14, 1997

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Environment and Public Works, to hold hear-

ings on the nominations of Johnny H. Hayes, of Ten-
nessee, to be a Member of the Board of Directors of the
Tennessee Valley Authority, Brig. Gen. Robert Bernard
Flowers, USA, to be a Member of the Mississippi River
Commission, and Judith M. Espinosa, of New Mexico,
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and Michael Rappoport, of Arizona, each to be a Member
of the Board of Trustees of the Morris K. Udall Scholar-
ship and Excellence in National Environmental Policy
Foundation, 9:30 a.m., SD–406.

Committee on Labor and Human Resources, to resume hear-
ings on proposed legislation authorizing funds for pro-
grams of the Higher Education Act, focusing on Pell
grants and tax policy, 9:30 a.m., SD–430.

House
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Agri-

culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies, on Congressional and Public
Witnesses, 10 a.m., 2362A Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, State and Judici-
ary, on U.S. Trade Representative, 10 a.m., and on SEC,
11 a.m., H–309 Capitol.
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Next Meeting of theSENATE

10 a.m., Friday, March 14

Senate Chamber

Program for Friday: Senate will consider S.J. Res. 22,
relating to the appointment of an independent counsel.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

2 p.m., Monday, March 17

House Chamber

Program for Monday: No legislative business.
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